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UNI TED STATES ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON I |

DATE: AUG 15 1995

SUBJECT: Record of Decision
JIS Landfill Site

FROM Kathleen C. Callahan, Director (2ERRD)
Emer gency and Renedi al Response Divi sion

TO Jeanne M Fox (2RA)
Regi onal Admi ni strat or

Attached for your approval is the Record of Decision (ROD) for the JIS Landfill Site, |located in South
Brunswi ck Townshi p, M ddl esex County, New Jersey. The selected renedial action addresses the first and final
renedi ati on of contam nated ground water.

The selected renedy calls for extraction and on-site treatnment of contam nated ground water, installation of
a nodi fied New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) hazardous waste cap, and provision of
alternative water supply to residents with contam nated drinking water wells. The total estimated
present-worth cost of the selected renedy is $14.3 million. The renedy is the same as the preferred
alternatives presented in the Proposed Pl an.

The remedi al investigation and feasibility study reports, prepared by B& Waste Technol ogies, Inc. for the
NJDEP, and the Proposed Plan were released to the public for comrent on Novenber 28, 1994. A public coment
period on these docunents had been schedul ed from Novenber 28, 1994 through Decenber 28, 1994. However, the
public comrent period was extended to February 6, 1995, upon request fromthe public. |In addition, a public
neeting to discuss these docunents and the preferred renedy was conducted by the NIJDEP on Decenber 7, 1994.
Wth the exception of commrents fromthe potentially responsible parties, coments received during the public
comrent period generally supported the preferred renedial alternatives, and

are addressed in the attached Responsiveness Summary.

The ROD has been reviewed by the NJDEP, and the appropriate programoffices within Region Il. Their input
and comments are reflected in this docunent. The NJDEP has concurred with the selected remedy for the JIS
Landfill Site, as indicated in the attached letter.

If you have questions or comments on this docunent, | would be happy to discuss themwth you at your
conveni ence.

Attachnents
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DECLARATI ON STATEMENT
RECCRD COF DECI SI ON

JI B Landfill
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

JI'S Landfill
Sout h Brunsw ck Townshi p, M ddl esex County, New Jersey

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunment presents the selected renedial action for the JIS Landfill site, which was chosen in
accordance with the requirenments of the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act
of 1980, as anmended by the Superfund Amendrments and Reaut horization Act of 1986, and to the ext ent
practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan. This decision docunent
explains the factual and |egal basis for selecting the remedy for the site.

The New Jersey Departnent of Environnmental Protection concurs with the selected remedy. The infornation
supporting this renmedial action decision is contained in the admnistrative record for the site

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe JIS site, if not addressed by inplenenting the
response action selected in this Record of Decision, nmay present an immnent and substantial threat to public
heal th, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The response action described in this docunent represents the first and only planned renedi al phase or
operable unit for the JIS Landfill site. The selected remedy addresses the remedi ati on of contam nated
ground wat er through capping of the landfill and active restoration of the aquifer.

The maj or conponents of the selected remedy include the follow ng:
. provision of an alternative water supply for residents with contam nated drinking water wells

. upgrading of the existing landfill cap to include
- 24 inches vegetated topsoil;
- 12 inches soil drainage layer with a mninmim1 x 10-2
centineters per second (cnisec) perneability:
- 30-m| textured synthetic material |ayer; and
- 12 inches clay with a maximum 1l x 10-7 cm sec perneability:

. extraction of contam nated ground water fromthe prinary plunme underlying the site:

. treatnment of the contaminated ground water in a facility to be constructed on the site

. di sposal of the treated ground water on the site by a recharge trench; and

. inmpl enentation of a ground-water nonitoring programto nonitor the primary and secondary

plurmes, and to ensure the effectiveness and protectiveness of the renedy.

NJDEP wi || place well-use restrictions on well permts to prevent the installation of newwells in the
contami nated portion of the A d Bridge Aquifer. Appropriate deed restrictions will be required for the
landfill.



DECLARATI ON OF STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with Federal and State
requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is
cost-effective. The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnment (or resource
recovery) technol ogi es to the maxi numextent practicable, and it satisfies the statutory preference for
remedi es that enploy treatnent that reduce toxicity, nobility or volume as their principal element.

Because the selected renedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on the site above health-based
levels, a five-year review pursuant to Section 121(c) of the Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conpensation and Liability Act, as anended, is required. The purpose of the reviews is to ensure that the
remedy continues to provide adequate protection of hunman health and the environnent.

Jeanne M Fox Dat e
Regi onal Adm ni strat or
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SI TE NAME, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Jones Industrial Services (JIS) Landfill site is located on Cranbury South River Road (Route 535) in
Sout h Brunsw ck Townshi p, M ddl esex County, New Jersey (see Figure 1). The site is bordered on the west by
the New Jersey Turnpi ke and a 36-inch dianeter gas transm ssion pipeline | ocated between the Turnpike and
the landfill. The gas pipeline is owned by the Col onial Pipeline Conpany. The north side of the site
borders an agricultural field while the south side adjoins a horticultural nursery. Residential areas of
Monroe Township and the Borough of Janesburg are |ocated east of the site

The site is designated as Block 17.010, Lots 9.05 and 9.06 on the South Brunswi ck Tax Map. The site covers
approxi nately 24 acres and includes a 7.8-acre landfill adjacent to the New Jersey Turnpi ke, an inactive
borrow pit, and a solid waste transfer station. Current operations at the site involve the solid waste
transfer station.

SI TE H STORY AND ENFCRCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

The site property was originally a farm 1In 1950, G andvi ew Construction Corporation bought the property and
began soil excavation activities at the site. By 1951, the site was being used as a borrow pit for the
construction of the New Jersey Turnpike. Material excavated fromthe site was used as fill naterial for the
Turnpi ke. In 1955, Jones Road Material Conpany bought the property, and began landfilling operations on part
of the property. The JIS Industrial Services Conpany (JISCO still owns, and fornerly operated, the JIS
Landfill. A related conpany, the JIS Industrial Services Corporation (JIS Corp.), was involved in the
transportati on and di sposal of wastes, including hazardous substances, at the JIS Landfill. M. Donald Jones
is the principal owner and officer of JISCO and JIS Corp. Fromthe 1960s through the early 1970s, the
landfill accepted a large variety of chemcal, municipal, and industrial wastes. Based on available

evi dence, which includes letters, invoices, and hazardous waste reports, the landfill accepted hazardous
subst ances, including acetone, benzene, ethylene dichloride, toluene, xylene, trichloroethene, and nethyl ene
chloride. Al of these substances have been detected in the ground water

In 1970, the New Jersey Departnent of Environnental Protection (NJDEP) approved the operation of the |andfil
to accept industrial, agricultural, and institutional wastes, tree stunps, dead animals, junk autonobiles,
chem cal s, and waste oils. Approxinmately 50,000 to 65,000 cubic yards of waste were accepted annual Iy at
the landfill. The anount of hazardous waste in the landfill is difficult to precisely determ ne because nost
docunents do not identify the quantities. However, one docurent indicates that, during 1974, one particul ar
conpany di sposed of as nuch as 100,000 gal | ons of waste contai ning acetone, ethylene dichloride, toluene, and
phenol at the site. Another docunent indicates that, during 1977, 990 gallons of waste containing acetone,
benzene, chloroform nethylene chloride, ethanol, hexane, toluene, and xylene were di sposed of at the site.
These chem cal s have been detected in the ground water

In July 1975, in response to conplaints regarding contanination of drinking water, the U S. Environmental
Protecti on Agency (EPA) sanpled the drinking water well of a residence |ocated adjacent to the site. An
anal ysis of the sanple reveal ed high | evels of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), including trichloroethene,

benzene, toluene, xylene, chloroform trichloroethane, and dichloroethene. |In addition, EPA sanpled four
on-site nonitoring wells and four off-site potable wells. The additional sanpling reveal ed VOC

contami nation in those wells. NIDEP concluded that the landfill was the source of the ground-water

contami nation affecting the wells because the landfill accepted industrial waste containing chemcals simlar

to the contam nants detected.

In Decenber 1975, NIJDEP ordered M. Jones, JISCO and JIS Corp. (hereinafter referred to collectively as JIYS)

to cease all landfilling operations at the JIS Landfill. [In January 1976, NJDEP brought suit in the Superior
Court of New Jersey, seeking the closure of the landfill. In August 1976, the Court prohibited the disposa
of additional chem cal or hazardous substances at the landfill, but allowed JIS to accept other specified
wast es.

I'n January 1980, EPA took another round of ground-water sanples fromthe nonitoring wells at the site and
fromnearby private wells. These sanples continued to show significant ground-water contam nation. The site
was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) on Septenber 1, 1983. |In June 1984, NJDEP revoked the



landfill registration for the JIS Landfill, and in Decenber 1985, the Appellate D vision of the Superior
Court of New Jersey issued an order for closure of the landfill.

From 1980 to 1985, JIS installed a solid waste cap over the landfill. To date, NJDEP has not approved the
closure of the JIS Landfill because the cap did not conply with the closure requirenents specified in the
order.

From 1984 to 1988, the Monroe Township Health Departnent continued to sanple private water supply wells for

the township residents. Many of the residents in the vicinity of Bordentown Turnpi ke, downgradi ent fromthe
landfill, had contam nated drinking water. Under a renoval action, EPA provided these residents with bottled
water fromJune 6, 1989 until they were permanently connected to the nunicipal water systemin February 1992.

On May 20, 1986, NIDEP directed JIS to fund a remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) at the
site. In Cctober 1986, NIDEP sel ected B&/ Waste Science and Technol ogy Corp. to performthe R /FS

Subsequently, NIDEP identified 12 conpani es whi ch generated and di sposed of hazardous substances and/ or
hazardous wastes at the JIS Landfill. On March 27, 1987, NJDEP i ssued a Supplenmental Directive to these
conmpanies to fund the RI/FS. |In June 1987, these conpani es signed an Adnministrative Consent Order to fund
the RI/FS. In a Second Suppl emental Directive, dated Decenmber 14, 1988, NJDEP identified, and directed

ei ght additional conpanies to contribute towards the cost of the RI/FS. In Drective ||, dated Decenber 18,
1989, NIDEP identified nine additional conpanies. NIDEP directed these 9 conpanies and 23 previously
identified parties to contribute towards the cost of the RI/FS. Subsequently, NIDEP identified four
addi ti onal conpanies. On Septenber 17, 1991, NJDEP issued Directive IIl to all 36 respondents to contribute
towards the cost of the RI/FS

Renmedi al Investigation and Feasibility Study

The remedial investigation (RI) was initiated in Cctober 1986 by B&/ Waste Sci ence and Technol ogy Corp. The
purpose of the Rl was to characterize the nature and extent of contamination, evaluate the integrity of the
landfill cover and sideslope, and characterize potential risks to human health and the environnent. Based on
the information obtained during the R, a feasibility study (FS) was undertaken to identify and screen
renmedi al alternatives to address the contam nation at the site. The R/FS and Baseline R sk Assessment
reports were conpleted in August 1993

H GHLI GHTS CF COWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

The RI/FS and the Proposed Plan for the site were released to the public for comment on Novenber 28, 1994.
These docurments were nade available to the public in the Adnministrative Record at the South Brunswi ck
Muni ci pal Buil di ng, South Brunswi ck Public Library, and information repositories at NJDEP and EPA Region |1
in New York. The notice of availability for the above-referenced documents was published in The Home News on
Novenber 26, 1994. The public comrent period relative to these docunents was schedul ed from Novenber 28

1994 to Decenber 28, 1994, and subsequently extended to February 6, 1995 upon request fromthe public

On Decenber 7, 1994, NIDEP held a public nmeeting at the South Brunsw ck Senior Ctizens Center to inform
local officials and interested citizens about the Superfund process, to discuss proposed renedial activities
at the site, and to respond to questions fromarea residents and other interested parties.

Responses to the conments received at the public meeting, as well as witten comrents received during the
public comrent period, are included in the Responsiveness Summary.

SCOPE AND RCLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON

This response action addresses the renedi ati on of contam nated ground water at the JIS Landfill site. It
includes renedial alternatives to address source control and contam nated ground water, and focuses on the
protection of human health and the environment. No other operable units are planned for the future.

SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS



Site Ceol ogy and Hydrol ogy

The site is situated in the Atlantic Coastal Plain. Two major aquifers underlie the site: the Farrington
Sand and the A d Bridge Sand. Both aquifers are major sources of potable water in Mddl esex County. G ound
water flows in a southeasterly direction. Residents in the immediate vicinity of the site are currently
connected to a nunicipal water system Based on information provided by Monroe Township and the New Jersey
Anerican Water Conpany, NJDEP estimates that as nany as 115 residents | ocated near Manal apan Brook, about 2
m | es sout heast (downgradient) of the site, may not receive nunicipal water and are presuned to use donestic
well's as a source of drinking water.

The predom nant land use in the vicinity of the site is agricultural/farm and, including crop, pasture and
orchard/ horticulture, and residential. Areas to the west of the site, however, are nostly industrial, wth
much of the industry located in the South Brunswi ck | ndustrial Park.

Nat ure and Extent of Contam nation
G ound Water

G ound-wat er contam nation appears to be limted to the Ad Bridge Aquifer. The predom nant contani nants
detected above Federal and State Safe Drinking Water Act Maxi mum Cont ani nant Levels (MCLs), and the
respective range of concentrations in the primary and secondary plumes, are shown in Table 1.

The ground-water contam nants appear in two distinct zones of contamination, i.e., a prinmary plune and a
secondary plune (see Figures 2 and 3). The prinmary plune extends approxi mately 2,000 feet downgradient from
the landfill. The highest concentration of total VOCs detected in the prinmary plume was 30,558 parts per
billion (ppb). The secondary plune is |ocated approximately 5,000 feet downgradient fromthe landfill, and
extends approxi mately 8,500 feet downgradient fromthe landfill towards Manal apan Brook. The highest
concentration of total VOCs detected in the secondary plume was 894 ppb. The contaminants in the secondary
plume are sinilar to the contamnants in the primary plume, but at |ower concentrations.

The contam nant |evels in the secondary plume appear to change sporadically. Levels of trichloroethene (TCE)
range from6.9 ppb to 78 ppb within a very short distance. The sporadic nature of the contanination nay be
caused by the variable water usage for irrigation at a horticultural nursery located 1,000 feet

downgradi ent of the site. The nature and distribution of contam nation indicates that the variable nursery
wat er usage may cause the levels of TCE at the nursery itself to be significantly |ower than sanples taken
from si de-gradi ent |ocations.

Sedi mrents and Surface Water

On May 20, 1993, NJDEP col | ected sedi ment and surface water sanples at three |ocations al ong Manal apan Brook
and Manal apan Lake (located two mles downgradient fromthe landfill). The sanples were anal yzed for VCCs.
No contami nants were detected.

Soils

Cont am nants found in the surface and subsurface soils outside of the landfill include traces of arsenic,

chromium lead, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, phenanthrene, pyrene, Aroclor 1260 (a pol ychlorinated bi phenyl or PCB
conpound), 4,4'-DDT, and 4,4'-DDE. The |levels of predom nant soil contaninants are summarized in Table 2.

Landfill Cap

JIS closed the landfill under a court order, which included closure requirenments. The order required JIS to
install a solid waste cover systemconsisting of a minimmof 18 inches of continuous |ow perneability clay
with a maxi mumin-place perneability of 1 x 10-7 centimeters per second (cm sec), overlaid by a mnimumof 6

i nches of vegetative soil cover.

The results of a landfill cap investigation indicate that the current landfill cover clay |ayer ranges in



thickness from9.0 inches to 19.9 inches, with an average clay thickness of 14.85 inches. The perneability of
the clay layer ranges from1.5 x 10-5 to 5.56 x 10-8 cmisec, with an average perneability estimated to be 1 x
10-6 cmsec. Furthernore, an exam nation of the cap reveal ed cracking and voids which give rise to conduits,
therefore allowing a higher infiltration than woul d occur conpared to a thoroughly mxed and well conpacted
homogeneous cl ay cap

A vegetative top layer was required to pronmote drainage and mininize erosion or abrasion of the cap. The

vegetative soil thickness of the current JIS Landfill cover varies from3.6 inches to 20.9 inches with an
average thi ckness of 9.0 inches. However, many areas on the top of the landfill are not supporting vegetative
growth. This is nost |likely due to the poor organic content of the soil. Therefore, the existing cap does

not neet the 1977 NIDEP cappi ng requirenents.

During the cap evaluation, the western slope of the landfill, adjacent to the New Jersey Turnpi ke, was
assessed to determne slope stability under current conditions, utilizing site-specific soil properties. The
sl ope was estimated to be marginally stable.

SUMVARY CF SI TE RI SKS

Based upon the results of the R, a Baseline R sk Assessnent was conducted to estimate the risks associated
with current and future site conditions. The Baseline Ri sk Assessment estimates the human heal th and
environnental risks which could result fromthe contamnation at the site if no remedial action were taken

Human Heal th Ri sk Assessnent

A four-step process is used for assessing site-related human health risks for a reasonabl e nmaxi num exposure
scenario. Hazard lIdentification--identifies the contam nants of concern at the site based on several factors
such as toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and concentrati on. Exposure Assessment— estinmates the nagnitude
of actual and/or potential hunman exposures, the frequency and duration of these exposures, and the pathways
(e.g., ingesting contam nated ground water) by which humans are potentially exposed. Toxicity
Assessnent--determ nes the types of adverse health effects associated with chem cal exposures, and the

rel ati onshi p between magni tude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response). Risk
Characterizati on-- sumrari zes and conbi nes outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessnments to provide a
quantitative (e.g., one-in-one-mllion excess cancer risk) assessment of site-related risks.

The Baseline Ri sk Assessnent began with sel ecting contam nants of concern that are representative of site
risks. Chemcals of concern were identified for soil and ground water beneath the site. The contam nants of
concern for soil (excluding the landfill) include 1,1, 1-trichloroethane, phenanthrene, pyrene, Aroclor 1260,
4,4' -DDT, and 4,4'-DDE. The contam nants of concern for ground water include nmethyl ene chloride, benzene

t etrachl or oet hene, dichl orobenzenes, arsenic, |ead, and copper

The Baseline Ri sk Assessnent eval uated the health effects which could result from exposure to contanination
at the site, under current and future | and-use scenarios. The site is a comercial property and there are no
residents on site. Therefore, under current land use, on-site workers and off-site residents represent the
l'i kely popul ations to be exposed to site-related contamnants. The |ikelihood of future on-site residentia
land use is unlikely because JIS still owns and operates part of the site. Therefore, future | and use was
considered to be the same as current |and use

Under the current |and-use scenario, the exposure pathways of concern include: incidental ingestion of, and
dermal contact with, chemcals in the on-site soils outside of the landfill itself, for on-site workers;
ingestion, inhalation and dernal contact with ground water for off-site residents using donestic wells in
the dd Bridge Aquifer. On-site worker exposure to ground water was not eval uated because there are no
dormestic wells on site. Of-site residential exposure to on-site soil was not eval uated because access to
the site is restricted by a fence. Exposure to contaninants in the landfill itself was not evaluated
because the ingestion, inhalation, and dernal contact pathways are virtually elimnated by the existing
landfill cap.

Since both current and future |and use are the sanme, the exposure pathways of concern for future |land use are



the same as those for current |and use. Therefore, for sinplicity purposes, risk will be discussed with
respect to on-site workers, off-site residents, and off-site workers.

For carcinogens, risk is represented in ternms of an individual's |ikelihood of devel oping cancer as a result
of exposure to a carcinogenic chenical present in the exposure nedia. For exanple, a cancer risk level of 1
x 10-3 indicates that an individual has a one-in-one thousand chance of devel opi ng cancer during his or
her lifetinme. Such a risk nay also be interpreted as representing one additional case of cancer in an
exposed popul ati on of one thousand people. EPA s acceptable cancer risk range is 1 x 10-4 to 1 x 10-6, or a
one-in-ten thousand to one-in-one nmillion increased chance of devel oping cancer as a result of a site-related
exposure to a carcinogen over a 70-year lifetime. CGenerally, if the lifetime excess cancer risk exceeds 1 x
10-4, the contamination is of sufficient concern to warrant a renedial action. |f the excess cancer risk
falls between 1 x 10-4 and 1 x 10-4, the need for a remedial action is evaluated on a site-specific basis.
Finally, where the calculated lifetine excess cancer risk is below 1l x 10-6, no rermedial action is generally
required

To assess the overall potential for non-carcinogenic effects posed by nore than one contam nant, EPA

devel oped the Hazard Index (H). This index neasures the assuned sinultaneous exposures to severa

chem cals, which could result in an adverse health effect. Wen the H exceeds 1, there may be concern for
potential non-carcinogenic health effects.

The results of the Baseline R sk Assessnent indicate that site soils do not pose a risk to human health
However, contam nated ground water was found to pose a risk to off-site residents in both the current and
future | and-use scenarios. The carcinogenic risk to an off-site resident ranged from1l x 10-6 to 4 x 10-4,
for each individual downgradient ground-water well. Carcinogenic risk for an off-site resident would have a
total risk of 3 x 10-3, using data fromall nmonitoring wells. The risk was attributable to i ngestion and
inhal ation of chemcals in the ground water.

Non- car ci nogeni ¢ health effects are not likely for on-site workers. The calculated H for this scenario did
not exceed 1. However, non-carcinogenic health effects for an off-site resident were found to be likely. The
H was calculated to be 10, using data fromall nonitoring wells. The exposure pathways with the greatest
potential risk (carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic) for an off-site resident are ingestion of chemcals in the
ground water and dermal contact uses of ground water (i.e., bathing). Since there are no future-use
restrictions which prohibit the use of the Add Bridge Aquifer as a source of potable water supply, the risk
assessnent assunes that future off-site residents mght use this aquifer as an untreated source of potable
wat er .

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

The obj ective of the Ecol ogical Ri sk Assessnent is to evaluate the actual or potential inpacts to ecol ogical
receptors (i.e., flora and fauna) due to exposure to chem cal s/contamnmi nants or contam nated nedia identified
at the JIS Landfill site.

The site itself includes small areas of old field habitat and upl and hedger ow shrubl and habitat which do not
support |arge popul ati ons of any species. Mst of the site exists as disturbed grassy areas.

The land areas surrounding the site consist primarily of agriculture and small |ow and oak forests. The
nearest surface water body is Manal apan Brook in Jamesburg, approxinmately two mles east of the site. The
Manal apan Brook is classified as a freshwater non-trout stream (FW2-NT). Wiile a variety of endangered or
threat ened species may be found in the vicinity of the JIS Landfill site, no critical or sensitive habitats
or areas were identified on the site.

Potential on-site ecological inpacts are generally restricted to those aninal species that cone in contact
with buried waste or contam nated ground water. Since the wastes in the landfill are buried bel ow the nornal
burrowi ng depth of aninmals, there is no risk due to exposure of buried contam nants. No ecol ogical routes
of exposure to contam nated ground water exist on site. Of-site plants and animals could potentially be at
ri sk shoul d they inhabit areas where contam nated ground water discharges to a surface water body or wetl and
area



Surface water and sedi ment sanpl es taken al ong Manal apan Brook did not reveal any neasurabl e contam nation.
Consequently, there is no evidence of ecological impact fromthe landfill al ong Manal apan Brook.

Uncertainties In R sk Assessnent

The risk assessment process involves nunerous conservative assunptions, all of which contributed to
uncertainty in the risk evaluation. 1In general, sources of uncertainties associated with the risk assessment
include: environnental sanpling and anal ysis, exposure assessnent, and toxicity assessnent.

Uncertainties in environmental sanpling arise in part fromthe potentially uneven distribution of chemcals
in the nedia sanpl ed.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessnent are related to estimates of how often an individual would actually
come in contact with the chemcals of concern, the period of tine over which such exposure woul d occur, and
in the nodels used to estimate the concentrations of the chem cals of concern at the point of exposur e.

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both fromaninmals to humans and fromhigh to | ow
doses of exposure, as well as fromthe difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a mxture of chem cals.
These uncertainties are addressed by naki ng conservative assunptions concerning risk and exposure paraneters
t hroughout the assessnent. As a result, the risk assessment provides upper-bound estimates of the risks to
popul ations near the site, and is highly unlikely to under-estinmate actual risks related to the site.

Concl usi on

Based on the results of the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent, NJDEP and EPA determi ned that contam nated ground water
at the site poses an unacceptable risk to hunan heal t h.

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe JIS Landfill site, if not addressed by

i nmpl enenting the response action selected in this ROD, may present an inmm nent and substantial endangernment
to the public health, welfare, and the environment through the continued mgration of contam nants fromthe
site.

Remedi al Action (bjectives
Remedi al action objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the environnent. These objectives
are based on available information and standards, such as applicable or rel evant and appropriate requirements

(ARARs) and risk-based | evel s established in the Baseline R sk Assessment.

Because the Baseline Ri sk Assessment established that the ground water at the site poses an unacceptabl e risk
to human health, the follow ng renedial action objectives were established:

Sour ce Control

* Prevent or reduce further migration of contamnants fromthe landfill into the ground water.
G ound Water

* Prevent human exposure to contam nated ground water.

* Prevent further mgration of contam nated ground water off site.

* Prevent the migration of contam nated ground water into the underlying aquifers.

* Reduce contam nant concentrations in the A d Bridge Aquifer to | evels which do not exceed

appl i cabl e Federal and State water quality standards.

DESCRI PTI ON OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES



The Conprehensi ve Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the
Super fund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA), requires that each selected site renedy be

protective of human health and the environment, conply with other statutory |l aws, be cost-effective, and
utilize permanent solutions, alternative treatment technol ogies and resource recovery alternatives to the
maxi mum extent practicable. |In addition, the statute includes a preference for the use of treatnent as a

principal element for the reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or volume of the hazardous substances.

This Record of Decision (ROD) evaluates renedial alternatives for addressing ground-water contam nation at
the JIS Landfill site. Since the mgration of hazardous substances in the landfill into the ground water is a
pat hway of concern, the FS included source control renedial alternatives to address the landfill. A

detail ed description of all of the alternatives may be found in the FS report.

The estimated capital cost, operation and nmai ntenance cost, and present worth cost of each alternative

di scussed bel ow are provided for conparison. The cost figures are in 1992 dollars because the FS was
prepared in 1992. The present worth costs were calculated at a five percent discount rate in the FS. For the
al ternatives discussed below, the present worth costs were recal cul ated at a seven percent discount rate to
comply with EPA Ofice of Solid Waste and Energency Response Directive No. 9355.3-20 (June 25, 1993).

The estimated inplenmentation tine reflects only the time required to construct or inplement the renedy, and
does not include the tinme required to design the remedy, negotiate with the responsible parties, or procure
contracts for design and construction

Source Control Alternatives

The FS considered the foll owi ng general response actions for the source control of the landfill: no action
limted action, cap inprovenents, and excavation/inci neration

Because the western slope of the landfill is steep and only narginally stable, a retaining structure nay be
required as part of any source control alternative involving cap inprovenents. The need for, and design of, a
retaining wall would be determned during the Remedi al Design phase. However, for the purpose of

devel opi ng cost estimates of alternatives, NIDEP estinated that the cost of constructing a retaining wall at
the JI'S Landfill would be approxinmately $2.1 nillion. The cost of a retaining wall is included in each of
the capping alternatives di scussed bel ow.

Because the gas pipeline is located along the (narginally stable) western side of the landfill, construction
activities at the landfill, such as installation of a retaining wall, may affect the integrity of the gas
pipeline. To address safety concerns, each capping alternative bel ow al so includes an eval uation of the
effects to the gas pipeline. Options, such as rerouting the gas pipeline, will be considered during the
Remedi al Design phase if warranted.

A gas collection systemwas installed by JIS when the landfill was first capped. Each capping alternative
includes an evaluation of the existing landfill gas collection system which would be conducted during the
Renedi al Desi gn phase to deternine whether additional controls are necessary to mnimze gas nigration

A discussion of the remedial alternatives which received detailed analysis is provided below. Aternative SC
7, which consists of excavation and on-site incineration of the waste in the landfill, was analyzed in the

FS. It did not pass the screening process because of the extrenely high cost; therefore, this alternative
is not included bel ow

Alternative SC 1: NO ACTION

Estimated Capital Cost: $0

Qperation & Maintenance (8 /5 year review $6,500
Present Worth: $14, 000

I npl emrentation Tine: Not Applicable

CERCLA requires that a No Action alternative be evaluated at every site to establish a baseline for



conparison to the other alternatives. Under this alternative, NIJDEP and EPA woul d take no further action at
the site.

Because this alternative would result in contanm nants renaining on site, CERCLA requires that the site be
reviewed at |east every five years. |If justified by the review, remedial actions would be evaluated at that
tine to address the contam nation. The cost estinates above include the cost to performthis review

According to EPA's Hydrol ogi ¢ Eval uation of Landfill Perfornmance (HELP) nodel, the existing cap has an
estimated infiltration rate of 3,300,000 gal |l ons/year. The HELP nodel eval uates the novenent of water
through a landfill cover.

Alternative SC 2: LIMTED ACTI ON

Estimated Capital Cost: $45, 000
O&M 5-year review  $6, 500
Present Worth: $59, 000

I npl enentation Time: 6 nonths

This alternative would consist of institutional controls to mnimze potential risks associated with the
wastes in the landfill. A fence would be constructed around the landfill to restrict access. As in the No
Action alternative above, the site would be reviewed at | east every five years. The cost estimates above
include the cost to performthis review Because this alternative would not include any inprovenments to the
existing landfill cover, the infiltration rate would be the sane as in Alternative SC1 (i.e., 3,300,000

gal | ons/ year).

Alternative SC 3: 1977 SOLI D WASTE CAP

Estimated Capital Cost: $3,210,500
&M 1st year: $301, 700

&M 2-30 years: $105, 700

&M 5-year review $6, 500

Present Wrth: $4, 719, 000
Construction Tine: 1.5 years

Alternative SC 3 would involve rebuilding and rehabilitating the existing cap on the landfill to conformto
the 1977 NIDEP capping requirenents for a solid waste landfill. The 1977 NIJDEP Solid Waste Cap Al ternative
woul d i ncl ude:

6 inches vegetated topsoil
18 inches clay with maximum 1 x 10-7 cmi sec perneability

A fence would be constructed around the landfill to restrict access. peration and nmintenance during the
first year would include nonitoring the cap and mai ntaining the vegetative cover. Long-term nai ntenance and
noni toring would be inplenmented to ensure the integrity and effectiveness of the cap.

Based on the HELP nodel, this type of cap would reduce the current infiltration rate by approxinately 92
percent. The overall thickness of this cap would be 24 inches on top of waste.

As with the No Action alternative, the site would be reviewed at | east every five years.
Alternative SC 4: AUGVENTED 1977 SCOLI D WASTE CAP

Estimated Capital Cost: $3, 635, 400
&M 1st year: $301, 700

&M 2-30 years: $105, 700

&M 5-year review $6,500

Present Wrth: $5, 144, 000



Construction Tine: 1.5 years

Alternative SC 4 would be identical to Alternative SC 3, except the design of the cap woul d be augnented by

an additional 18 inches of topsoil to provide freeze and thaw protection. The Augnented 1977 Solid Waste Cap
Al ternative woul d incl ude:

24 inches vegetated topsoil
18 inches clay with maximum 1l x 10-7 cnisec perneability

The Augnented 1977 Solid Waste Cap is the same as the 1977 Solid Waste Cap (Al ternative SC 3), except an
addi tional 18 inches of topsoil would be added. A security fence would be installed around the landfill to
restrict access to the cap.

Based on the HELP nodel, this cap would reduce the current infiltration rate by approxi mately 94 percent.
The overal |l thickness of this cap would be 42 inches on top of the waste.

As with the No Action alternative, the site would be reviewed at | east every five years.
Alternative SC 5: RESOURCE CONSERVATI ON AND RECOVERY ACT HAZARDOUS WASTE CAP

Estimated Capital Cost: $5,272,000
&M 1st year: $311, 400

&M 2 - 30 years: $115, 400

&M 5-year review $6,500

Present Worth: $6, 403, 000
Construction Tine: 1.5 years

Alternative SC 5 would involve rebuilding the existing landfill cap to conformto the substantive

requirenents of Subtitle C of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) for the cl osure of hazardous
waste landfills.

The RCRA cap woul d i ncl ude:

24 inches vegetated topsoil

12 inches soil drainage with mininum1 x 10-2 cnisec
permeability (or geosynthetic nmaterials with

equi val ent performance characteristics); a filter |ayer
20-m | flexible nenbrane |iner

24 inches clay with maximnum 1l x 10-7 cnisec perneability

A security fence would be installed around the landfill to restrict access to the cap.

Based on the HELP nodel, this cap would reduce the current infiltration rate greater than 99.9 percent. The
overal | thickness of this cap would be at |east 60 i nches on top of the waste.

As with the No Action alternative, the site would be reviewed at | east every five years.
Alternative SC 6: MODI FI ED NJDEP HAZARDOUS WASTE CAP

Capital Cost: $4,557,300
&M 1st year: $311, 420

&M 2 - 30 years: $115, 400
&M 5-year review $6, 500
Present Wrth: $6, 186, 000
Construction Tine: 1.5 years

This alternative was devel oped to provide a |ight weight hazardous waste capping systemfor the JIS Landfill



site because of the steep sideslope. It would include a textured synthetic material |layer that would
increase friction along the landfill sideslopes, and provide greater stability. In addition, this cap woul d
have a reduced unit weight and thickness. The Mdified NIJDEP Hazardous Waste Cap woul d incl ude:

24 inches vegetated topsoil

12 inches soil drainage layer with minimum1 x 10-2 cm sec permeability
30-m | textured synthetic material |ayer

12 inches clay with maximum 1l x 10-7 cnisec perneability

A security fence would be installed around the landfill to restrict access to the cap.

Based on the HELP nodel, this cap woul d reduce the current infiltration rate greater than 99.9 percent. This
infiltration rate is virtually the same as the RCRA cap. The overall thickness of this cap would be at |east
48 inches on top of the waste.

As with the No Action alternative, the site would be reviewed at | east every five years.
G ound-Water Alternatives

The four renedial alternatives that were evaluated in the FS are: Gound-Water (GN Aternative | - No
Action, GNAlternative 2 - Linted Action, GNA ternative 3 - Entire Plume Capture and Treatnent, and GWN
Alternative 4 - Primary Plume Capture and Treatnent, and Provision of Alternative Water Supply.

Alternative GN3, Entire Plune Capture and Treatnent, was not developed fully in the FS because of several
factors. The contamination in the entire plunme is spread over a large area and the concentrati ons vary
widely. Furthernore, the concentrations of contaminants in the secondary plune are at |ow |l evels as conpared
to the primary plunme. Remediation of the entire plune would require the installation of a | arge nunber of
extraction wells over a one square nile area, with many of the wells needed to be |ocated on residenti al
property. Recent experience has shown that obtaining access for extraction well installation is extrenely
difficult and highly unlikely when inpacting residential property. The piping network required to connect
these wells with the treatment plant woul d be extensive and coul d have adverse inpacts on najor roadways.

Since the concentrations of contami nants in the overall plume vary and the vol une of ground wat er needed
to capture the overall plume is high, the influent to the treatnent plant would likely be very dilute, naking
effective treatnent extrenely difficult. In addition, natural attenuation of the secondary plune is likely

to achieve the cleanup levels within 10 to 30 years, which is a typical tine frane for active restoration.
Because of these technical, engineering, and admnistrative difficulties, Alternative GN3 was not considered
further in the FS and is not discussed bel ow.

GW A ternative 1 - NO ACTI ON

Estimated Capital Cost: O
&M 5-year review $6,500
Estimated Net Present Worth Cost: $14, 000
I npl ementation Time: None

CERCLA requires that a No Action alternative be evaluated at every site to establish a baseline for
conparison to the other alternatives. Under this alternative, NIJDEP and EPA woul d take no further action at
the site.

Because this alternative would result in contami nants renaining on site, CERCLA requires that the site be
reviewed at | east every five years. |If justified by the review, remedial actions would be evaluated at that
time to address the contam nation. The cost estinates above include the cost to performthis review

OGNV A ternative 2 - LIMTED ACTI ON

Estimated Capital Cost: $45, 000
M $12, 000



&M 5-year review $6,500
Estimated Net Present Worth Cost: $207, 900
I npl ementation Time: 6 nonths

This alternative would consist of institutional controls and ground-water monitoring. NIDEP woul d pl ace

well -use restrictions on well permts to prevent the installation of newwells in the contam nated A d Bridge
Aquifer. Gound-water sanpling and anal ysis would be perfornmed periodically to nmonitor contam nant

m gration.

Because this alternative would result in contami nants renaining on site, CERCLA requires that the site be
reviewed at |east every five years. |If justified by the review, renedial actions would be evaluated at that
tine to address the contam nation. The cost estinates above include the cost to performthis review

GW Al ternative 4 - PRI MARY PLUVE CAPTURE AND TREATMENT, AND PROVI SI ON OF ALTERNATI VE WATER SUPPLY

Capital Cost: $1,913, 800

Al ternative Water Supply: $690, 000
&M 1st year cost: $666, 900

&M 2-30 years: $441, 500

&M 5-year review $6, 500

Net Present Worth Cost: $8, 097, 000
Construction Tine: 1 year

GWNV A ternative 4 involves punping and treating the prinmary contam nated ground-water plume in the vicinity of
the JIS Landfill site to meet State and Federal MCLs and/or the New Jersey Ground-VWater Quality Standards
(NJGMX). The contam nated ground water woul d be treated by chem cal oxidation/precipitation to renove
netals and air stripping to renove VOCs. Carbon adsorption nay be required to control air stripper

em ssions. The treated ground water woul d be discharged back to the A d Bridge Aquifer through a recharge
trench. The exact nunber of extraction wells, well locations, punping rates, and operating paraneters woul d
be determ ned during Renedial Design.

As many as 115 downgradi ent residents with private wells in the A d Bridge Aquifer could potentially be
affected by contamnation in the secondary plume. As part of this alternative, residents with contam nated
well's would be provided with an alternate source of drinking water. NIDEP estimates that it woul d cost
approxi mately $6,000 for each water mai n extension and connection. For the purpose of devel opi ng the cost of
providing an alternative water supply, a conservative estimte of $690, 000 was used.

NJDEP woul d place wel |l -use restrictions on well permts to prevent the installation of newwells in the
contanmi nated portion of the A d Bridge Aquifer.

Under Alternative 4, a nonitoring programwoul d be devel oped during the design phase to verify the
performance of the punp and treat systemrenediating the primary plune and the natural attenuation processes
remedi ati ng the secondary plune. The secondary plune would be nonitored at |east annually, and eval uated
every five years as part of the CERCLA five-year review requirenment discussed below. |f, based on the
nonitoring data, the estimated tine period for natural attenuation of the secondary plune does not neet with
NJDEP' s and EPA' s expectations, or NJDEP and EPA determine that natural attenuation will not renediate the
ground water to levels protective of human health and the environment, then alternative aquifer restoration
met hods may be eval uated to address the contamination in the secondary plune. |f necessary, such an
alternative aquifer restoration nethod would be set forth in a subsequent decision docunent .

Because this alternative would result in contam nants renaining on site, CERCLA requires that the site be
reviewed at |east every five years. This revieww || include an evaluation of the ground-water nonitoring
data referenced above. The cost estimates above include the cost to performthis review

SUMVARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

In accordance with the National Ol and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, a detailed analysis



of each renedial alternative was perforned with respect to each of the nine criteria. This section discusses
and conpares the performance of the renedial alternatives under consideration against these criteria. These

criteria were devel oped to address the requirenments of Section 121 of CERCLA to ensure all inportant
consi derations are factored into renedy sel ection decisions. Al selected remedies nust at |east satisfy the
Threshold Criteria. The selected renmedy shoul d provide the best trade-offs anong the Primary Bal anci ng

Criteria. The Mddifying Oriteria are evaluated following the public coment period.
Threshold Criteria

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not a renedy provides
adequat e protection and descri bes how risks posed through each exposure pathway (based on a reasonabl e

maxi num exposure scenario) are elimnated, reduced, or controlled through treatnent, engineering controls, or
institutional controls

2. Conpl i ance wi th ARARs addresses whether or not a renedy woul d neet all of the applicable or rel evant and
appropriate requirenments of Federal and State environnental statutes and requirenents and/ or provi de grounds
for invoking a waiver

Primary Bal ancing Criteria

3. Long-term effecti veness and permanence refers to the magnitude of residual risk and the ability of a
remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over tine, once renedia
obj ectives have been net.

4. Reduction of toxicity, nobility or volume through treatnent addresses the statutory preference for
sel ecting renedial actions that enploy treatnment technol ogies that pernmanently and significantly reduce
toxicity, mobility or volume of the hazardous substances as a principal elenent.

5. Short-term ef fecti veness addresses the period of time needed to achieve protection and any adverse
i mpacts on human health and the environment that may be posed during the construction and inplenmentation
period, until the renedial objectives are achieved.

6. I npl ementability is the technical and adm nistrative feasibility of a renedy, including the
availability of naterials and services needed to inplenent a particular alternative.

7. Cost includes estimated capital and operation and mai ntenance costs, and the present-worth costs
Modi fying Oriteria

8. State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS and the Proposed Plan, the State
supports, opposes, and/or has identified any reservations regarding the preferred alternative

9. Community acceptance refers to the coomunity's comrents on the alternatives described in the Proposed
Plan, and the Rl and FS reports. Responses to public comments are addressed in the Responsiveness Sumary of
this ROD.

A comparative analysis of the remedial alternatives based upon the aforenenti oned eval uation criteria
fol | ows.

Overal|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Alternative SC1 (No Action) and the Alternative SC 2 (Linmted Action) woul d not protect hunman health and the
envi ronnent because contam nants would continue to migrate into the ground water through infiltration
Alternatives SC 3 (1977 Solid Waste Cap), SC 4 (Augmented 1977 Solid Waste Cap), SC 5 (RCRA Hazardous Waste
Cap), and SC 6 (Modified NIJDEP Hazardous Waste Cap) would protect human health and the environnment because
cap i nprovenents woul d reduce the infiltration of water through the wastes, thus reduci ng contam nant
mgration into the ground water



Alternative GN1 (No Action) and Alternative GWN2 (Limted Action) do not enploy any treatnment, and woul d not
protect human health and the environnent. Contam nants would remain in the ground water and continue to
mgrate. GNAlternative 4 would protect human health and the environment because it would require an
alternative water supply for affected wells and provide further protection of human health through the

i ssuance of well use restrictions on new pernits. The contam nants in ground water are expected to be
reduced, through active treatnment of the primary plune and natural attenuation of the secondary plune, to
level s that would be protective of human health and the environnent within 10 to 30 years.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

There are several categories of ARARs: action-specific, chemical-specific, and | ocation-specific.
Action-specific ARARs are technol ogy or activity-specific requirements or limtations related to various
activities of the project. Chemcal-specific ARARs are usually numerical val ues which establish the anount
or concentration of a chemical that may be found in, or discharged to, the amnbient environnent.

Locati on-specific ARARs are restrictions placed on the concentrations of hazardous substances or the conduct
of activities solely because they occur in a special location. A list of ARARs is included in Table 3.

Acti on- Speci fic ARARs

Because hazardous substances were disposed of in the landfill, the capping requirenents in the NJDEP
Hazar dous Waste Regul ations (NJAC 7:26-10.8) and RCRA Subtitle C (40 CFR 264.310) regul ations pertaining to
landfill closure are action-specific relevant and appropriate requirenents.

Source Control Alternatives SC1 (No Action), SC 2 (Limted Action), SC 3 (1977 Solid Waste Cap), and SC 4
(Augnented 1977 Solid Waste Cap), would not conply with ARARs because the caps associated with these
alternatives do not neet the mninumdesign requirenments specified in the applicable regulations. Aternative
SC 5 would conply with all ARARs. Alternative SC 6 was devel oped (as a specialized nodification of the
Federal and State caps) to address the slope stability concerns specific to the JIS Landfill. For this
alternative to be inplenented, a waiver of the capping requirenents of the New Jersey Hazardous Waste
Landfill d osure Regul ations (NJAC 7:26-10.8(i)2) would be required based upon technical inpracticability
consi derations from an engi neering perspective.

Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARs

Because ground water at the site is classified as Class Il (i.e., drinking water), the followi ng are

consi dered rel evant and appropriate requirenents: National Prinmary Drinking Water Standards, New Jersey Safe
Drinki ng Water Act Maxi mum Cont ani nant Level s for Hazardous Contam nants, and/or New Jersey G ound \Water
Quality Criteria (NJGMX) established in the New Jersey G ound-Water Standards (NJAC 7:9-6.7). These ARARs
are presented in Table 4 for the contami nants of concern in the ground water. Table 5 represents the cl eanup
goal for the aquifer, which was devel oped by selecting the nost stringent criteria of the four ARARs for each
cont am nant .

Alternatives GNV1 and GN2 would not conply with ARARs because contam nants at |evels above the standards
woul d remain at the site. Aternative GN4 would conply with ARARS because contaninants in the primary plune
woul d be treated until ARARs are attained. Natural attenuation of the secondary plune would conply with
ARARs because the contam nants in the secondary plunme are expected to neet the Federal and State MCLs and
and/or NJGMX within 10 to 30 years. Carbon adsorption would be added to the air stripper if needed to
conply with the NJDEP Regul ations for Air Pollution Control.

Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs
Because wetl and areas are | ocated downgradient fromthe site and nay potentially be affected by the
extraction of ground water, |ocation-specific ARARs include the Wtlands Protection Act of 1970 and Executive

Order 11990--"Protection of Wtlands."

The extraction wells and recharge trench woul d be designed to mnimze inpacts to the wetlands to the maxi num
extent practicable to conply with the |ocation-specific ARARs.



Because Alternatives GN1, GN2, SC 1, and SC 2 do not provide overall protection of human health and the
envi ronnent and do not conply with ARARs, they do not nmeet the threshold criteria that each alternative nust
neet in order to be eligible for selection. Therefore, these alternatives will not be discussed further.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Alternatives SC5 and SC 6 are nore effective and reliable than Alternatives SC 3 and SC 4 because the cap
designs allow the | east anount of water infiltration and provi de protection agai nst danage due to freeze and
t haw.

Wth respect to the primary plunme, Aternative GN4 is effective and reliable because contam nant
concentrations in the primary plunme would be reduced through treatnent. The treatment system i ncl udes

chem cal oxidation/precipitation and air stripping, which are proven technol ogi es. The provision of
alternative drinking water supply to downgradient residents with private wells contam nated by the secondary
plume offers long-termeffectiveness and a permanent sol ution.

Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility or Vol ume

Alternative SC 3 provides the least reduction of nobility and volune, since it has the greatest amount of
infiltration anong the four capping alternatives. Aternative SC 4 provides greater reduction of nobility
and volume than Alternative SC 3. Alternatives SC5 and SC 6 provide the greatest reduction in nmobility and
vol ume because these two alternatives have the |lowest infiltration rate. Toxicity would not be reduced by
Alternatives SC 3, SC 4, SC5, and SC 6 because cap inprovenents would reduce the infiltration of water
through the wastes, but not treat the wastes thensel ves.

Alternative GN4 woul d reduce toxicity, nobility, and the volunme of contam nants in the prinmary plume through
treatment. The nobility and vol ume of contami nants in the secondary plunme would renain the sanme through
natural attenuation; however, toxicity of the contam nants woul d decrease through degradati on.

Short - Term Ef f ecti veness

On-site remedi al workers mght be exposed to hazardous wastes or contaminated soil during the installation of
the cap in Alternatives SC 3, SC4, SC5, and SC6. A site-specific Health and Safety Pl an woul d be
devel oped and inplenmented to minimze the risks to workers.

The installation of extraction wells and sanpling of nmonitoring wells associated with the inplenmentation of
Alternative GN4 may expose workers to contaminants. These risks would be minimzed by the use of personal
protection equipnent. Sludges produced fromthe treatnent process would be di sposed of at an appropriate
off-site facility.

Inmpl emrentability

Capping is a conventional and w dely used nethod for waste contai nment at hazardous waste sites. The

equi pnent, material, and contractors are readily avail able and woul d not pose a problemin that respect for
Alternatives SC3, SC4, SC5, and SC 6. However, the steepness of the landfill sideslope and the
presence of the gas pipeline may nake the inplenmentation of these alternatives difficult.

Alternative GN4 would be relatively easy to inplenent. The proposed treatment technol ogi es are proven and
reliable, and the equipnent, materials, and specialists needed for inplenentati on would be readily avail abl e.

Cost

O the Source Control Aternatives, Alternative SC 3, costs the least, with an estinated present worth of
$4,719,000. Alternative SC 4 woul d be the next expensive, with an esti mated present worth of $5, 144, 000.
Alternative SC5 is the nost expensive, with an estinmated present worth of $6,403,000. Alternative SC 6 has
an estinmated present worth of $6, 186, 000.



G ound-Water Alternative GN4 has an estimated present worth of $8, 097, 000.

St at e Accept ance

The New Jersey Departnent of Environmental Protection concurs with the selected remedy.

Conmmuni ty Accept ance

Community acceptance was eval uated after the close of the public comrent period. Witten coments received
during the public conmrent period, as well as verbal comments during the public neeting on Decenber 7, 1994,

were eval uated. The response to those comments are addressed in the Responsiveness Sunmary.

SEL ECTED REMEDY

Based upon consideration of the requirements of CERCLA, the detailed analysis of the alternatives, and public
comrents, the NJDEP and EPA have determined that Alternatives SC 6 and GN4 constitute the renedy that is
protective of human health and the environnent, and will naintain an adequate |evel of protection over
time.

The ground-water cleanup levels for the JIS Landfill site are listed in Table 5
The maj or conponents of the selected remedy include the follow ng:
. provide an alternative water supply for residents with contam nated drinking water wells
. upgrade the existing landfill cap to consist of:
24 inches veget at ed topsoi
12 inches soil drainage |ayer

30-m | textured synthetic material |ayer
12 inches clay witn maximum 1l x 10-7 cm sec perneability

. extract contami nated ground water fromthe primary plune underlying the site

. treat the contam nated ground water in a facility to be constructed on site

. di spose the treated ground water on the site by a recharge trench

. i mpl enent a ground-water nonitoring programto nmonitor the prinary and secondary plunes, and to

ensure the effectiveness and protectiveness of the renedy

NJDEP wi || place well-use restrictions on well permts to prevent the installation of newwells in the
contami nated portion of the Ad Bridge Aquifer. Appropriate |land-use restrictions will be required for the
landfill. In addition, because this alternative would result in contam nants renmining on site, CERCLA
requires that the site be reviewed at |east every five years.

The goal of this renedial action is to restore the ground water to its beneficial use, in this case, a source
of drinking water. However, NJDEP and EPA recogni ze that the selected renedy may not achieve this goa

because of the technical difficulties associated with achieving ground-water cleanup levels. It may becone
apparent, during inplementation or operation of the ground-water extraction/treatnent system that

contam nant | evels have ceased to decline and are renmining constant at |evels higher than the renedi ation
goal. 1In such a case, the system s performance standards and/or the renedy may be reeval uated. Per f or mance
noni toring of the ground-water extraction and treatnent systemw |l be inplenented. The data collected woul d
be used to suggest system adjustnments or nodifications to provide nore effective or efficient attai nnent of
cleanup levels. Such adjustments or nodifications may include: increasing or decreasing the extraction
rate, initiating a pul sed punping schedule, installing additional extraction wells (or drains), or ceasing
extraction at wells where cleanup | evel s have been achieved. Mnitoring data will be used to assess the
effectiveness of the nodifications inplemented and may be used to re-assess the tinme frane required to



achi eve cl eanup | evels.

Monitoring will also be perforned on at | east an annual basis to evaluate the ongoing natural attenuation of
t he secondary plune. The secondary plume will be evaluated every five years as part of the CERCLA five-year
reviewrequirenent. |f, based on the nmonitoring data, the estinated tine period for natural attenuation of
the secondary plume does not nmeet with NJDEP's and EPA's expectations, or EPA and NJDEP determ ne that
natural attenuation will not renediate the ground water to |l evels protective of human health and the
environnent, then alternative aquifer restoration nethods nay be evaluated to address the contamnation in
the secondary plune. |If necessary, such an alternative aquifer restoration nmethod would be set forth in a
subsequent deci si on docunent.

Because the ground-water extraction systemmay adversely inpact nearby wetlands, a wetlands assessnment will
be conducted during the design phase to evaluate the potential effects due to the extraction and di scharge of
ground water. In addition, supplenental data will be gathered fromwetl|land areas downgradient fromthe site
to ensure that there are no serious ecol ogical effects caused by the contam nation plune discharging to the
surface in wetland areas. Adverse inpacts to the wetlands will be mtigated through engineering controls to
t he nmaxi mum extent practicable.

STATUTCORY DETERM NATI ONS

The remedy sel ected by NJDEP and EPA for ground water and source control at the site conplies with the
requirenents of Section 121 of CERCLA, as anended by SARA. The selected remedy is protective of human heal th
and the environnent, conplies with Federal and State requirements that are applicable, or relevant and
appropriate to this action, and is cost-effective. The selected remedy utilizes permanent sol utions, and
alternative treatnent technol ogies or resource recovery technol ogies, to the maxi numextent practicable. The
statutory preference for treatnent that reduces toxicity, nobility or volune will be satisfied by the

sel ected renedy. The selected renedy provides the best bal ance of trade-offs anong the criteria. The
follow ng sections discuss how the sel ected renedy nmeets these statutory requirenents.

Protecti on of Human Heal th and the Environnent

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, dealing effectively with the threats
posed by the contam nants which were identified.

The principal threat posed by the site is the hazardous substances in the landfill as it affects the ground
water. The pathways associated with this threat include the infiltration of landfill contam nants into the
ground water and the potential mgration of contam nated ground water into the deeper aquifers. By

mninmzing infiltration, and extracting and treating the contaninated ground water, the threats to human
health and the environment will be reduced. Contaminants in the ground water will be reduced to |l evels that
are acceptable for drinking water.

Vel | -use restrictions will be placed on well pernits to prevent the use of contam nated ground water before
| evel s protective of human health are reached.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

Wth the exception noted below, the selected renedy will conply with the substantive requirenments of the
statutes and regulations listed in Table 4 to the extent they are applicable or relevant and appropriate to
the remediation at this site.

Action- Speci fic ARARs

The selected remedy will meet the appropriate RCRA Subtitle C Regul ations. However, pursuant to 40 CFR

300.430(f)(ii)(C, a waiver of the capping requirements of the New Jersey Hazardous Waste Landfill O osure
Regul ations set forth in NJAC 7:26-10.8(i)(2) is being invoked under this ROD. The basis for invoking this
wai ver is technical inpracticability. The specific engineering design criteria for the cap established in
the New Jersey Hazardous Waste Landfill O osure Regul ati ons cannot be inplenmented due to slope instability



concerns. Notwithstanding, the selected renedy will attain a standard of performance that is equivalent to
that required under the New Jersey Hazardous Waste Landfill dosure Regulations. The renedy will neet the
appropriate Federal and State guidelines and requirenents for subsurface gas nmanagenent systens.

Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARs

The contam nants of concern in the primary plunme will be renediated to the cleanup levels listed in Table 5.
The cleanup levels represent: the concentrations which would be attained in the treated water before
di scharge into a recharge trench, and the cleanup goal for the aquifer.

Natural attenuation of the secondary plume will conply with ARARs because the contanminants in the secondary
plume are expected to nmeet the Federal and State MCLs and/or NJGAMX within 10 to 30 years.

Em ssions fromthe air stripper will be designed to conply with the New Jersey Air Pollution Control
Regul ati ons for VOC and toxic em ssions (NJAC 7:27-16 & 17).

Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs

The substantive requirenments of Executive Order 11990 and the Freshwater Wetlands Act (NJAC 7:7A-1.1 et seq.)
will be net. The extraction wells and recharge trench will be designed and |ocated to mnimze inpacts to
the wetlands to the maxi mum extent practicabl e.

Advi sories, @iidance and Criteria To Be Consi dered

The shi prent of hazardous wastes off site to a treatnent/di sposal facility will be conducted in accordance
with EPA's Ofice of Solid Waste and Energency Response Directive No. 9834.11, "Revised Procedures for

Pl anning and I nplementing O f-site Response Actions." The intent of this directive is to ensure that
facilities authorized to accept CERCLA-generated waste are in conpliance with RCRA operating standards.

Cost - Ef f ecti veness

O the alternatives which nost effectively address the threats posed by site contanination, the selected
remedy provides for overall effectiveness in proportion to its cost. The estimated total project cost is
$14.3 mllion.

Utilization of Permanent Sol utions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es to the Maxi num Extent Practicabl e

Contanminants in the primary plunme will be renoved and treated before reinjection. Hazardous wastes generated
by the treatment process will be disposed of at an approved off-site facility.

This will significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility and vol une of the contam nants, and offers a permanent
solution to the risks posed by the contani nated ground water.

Preference for Treatnment as a Principal Elenent

Wth respect to the primary plune, the selected renedy satisfies the statutory preference for treatnment as a
principal elenment. The sel ected renedy reduces |evels of contaninants in the ground water through treatnent,
usi ng chem cal oxidation/precipitation to renove netals and air stripping to remove VOCs, and thereby
reducing the risk to human heal th.

DOCUMENTATI ON CF S| GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for the JIS Landfill site was released to the public on Novenber 28, 1994. The Proposed
Plan identified the preferred alternatives for ground-water and source control. EPAreviewed all witten and
verbal comments received during the public comrent period. Upon review of these commrents, EPA determ ned
that no significant changes to the selected renmedy, as it was originally identified in the Proposed Pl an,
wWer e necessary.
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Table 1 Predom nant G ound-Water Contam nants and Range of Concentrations Detected
Table 2 Predom nant Soil Contam nants and Range of Concentrations Detected

Table 3  Sunmary of Federal and State Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs)
for the JIS Landfill Site

Table 4 Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenments for Contam nants Detected in the Gound
Water at the JIS Landfill Site

Table 5 Gound-Water O eanup Levels for the JIS Landfill Site

Table 1. Predom nant G ound-Water contani nants and Range of
Concentrations Detected in parts per billion (ppb)

Cont am nant Primary Pl une Secondary Pl unel
anti nmony 81.8 - 82.8 Not Detected
benzene 14 - 7,900 6 - 370
chrom um 10 - 26 7.2 - 11.2
1, 2-dichl oroethene (total) 2 - 750 28.3 - 220
et hyl benzene 5 - 480 Not Det ected

| ead 3.3 - 90 4.4 - 20.3
nmet hyl ene chl ori de 3 - 5,300 0.9 - 6.4

t ol uene 2 - 4,700 0.6 - 2.3
trichl oroet hene 2 - 77 11.1 - 87
tetrachl or oet hene 3 - 190 1.2 - 2.5
vinyl chloride 3 - 180 Not Det ect ed
xyl enes 6 - 2,500 6 - 9.4

1 One hot spot contam nation of unknown source is not reflected.



Table 2. Predom nant Soil Contam nants and Range of
Concentrations Detected in parts per mllion (ppm

Cont am nant Sur f ace Subsur f ace
arsenic 11.7 - 59.6 2.1 - 85.6
chrom um 9.9 - 10.5 1.7 - 18.6

| ead 4.0 - 23.7 1.7 - 18.6
1,1, 1-trichl oroet hane 1-3 Not Det ected
di - n- but yl pht hal at e 140 - 5400 Not Detected
phenant hr ene 140 - 2900-1 Not Det ect ed
pyr ene 43 - 6900-2 Not Detected
bi s- 2- et hyl hexyl pht hal at e 71 - 110 Not Detected
Aroclor 1260 170 - 380-2 Not Detected
4, 4" DDE 98.0 28 - 160-1
4,4 DDT 15 - 2302-2 25 - 620-2

1 Contami nant detected in two soil sanples.

2 Contam nant detected in three soil sanples.



Table 3. Summary of Federal and State Applicable or Rel evant and Appropria
Requi rements (ARARs) for the JIS Landfill Site

FEDERAL ARARs

National Primary Drinking Water Standards--
Maxi mum Cont am nant Level s

National Primary Drinking Water Standards--
Maxi mum Cont am nant Level GCoal s

Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
Standards for Owners & Qperators of Hazardous
Waste Treatment, Storage, and D sposal
Facilities--Hazardous Waste Landfill Covers
Protection of Wtlands

STATE ARARs

New Jersey Safe Drinking Water Act--
Maxi mum Cont am nant Level s

New Jersey Ground Water Quality Standards--
New Jersey Gound Water Quality Criteria

New Jersey Air Pollution Control Regul ations--
Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conmpounds

New Jersey Air Pollution Control Regul ations--
Toxic Vol atile O ganic Conpounds

New Jersey Fresh Water Wetlands Protection Act

New Jer sey Hazardous Waste Regul ati ons- -
Hazar dous Waste Landfill Covers

Cl TATI ON

40 CFR Part 141

40 CFR Part 141.50

40 CFR Part 264. 300

Executive Order 11990

Cl TATI ON

NJAC 7:10-16

NJAC 7:9-6.7

NJAC 7:27-16

NJAC 7:27-17

NJSA 13:9B-1

NJAC 7:26-10. 8



TABLE 4. APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS FOR CONTAM NA DETECTED
IN THE GROUND WATER AT THE JI' S LANDFILL SI TE

in parts per billion

GROUND- WATER CONTAM NANT FEDERAL MCL- 1 FEDERAL NJ MCL-3 N MCLG 2
Acet one 700
Benzene 5 zero 1 0.2
Chl or obenzene 100 100 4 5
Chl orof orm 6
1, 2- Di chl or obenzene 600 600 600 600
1, 3-Di chl or obenzene 600 600
1, 4- Di chl or obenzene 75 75 75 75
1, 1- D chl or oet hane 70
1, 2- D chl or oet hane 5 zero 2 0.3
1, 1- D chl or oet hene 7 7 2 1
cis 1, 2-D chl oroet hene 70 70 10 10
trans 1, 2-Di chl or oet hene 100 100 10 100
1, 2- D chl or opr opane 5 zero 5 0.5
Et hyl benzene 700 700 700 700
Met hyl ene chl ori de 5 zero 2 2
4- Met hyl - 2- Pent anone 400
Ni t robenzene 3
1,1, 2, 2- Tetrachl or oet hane 2
Tet rachl or oet hene 5 zZero 1 0.4
Tol uene 1, 000 1, 000 1 1,00
1, 2, 4-Tri chl or obenzene 70 70 8 9
1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane 200 200 26 30
Tri chl or oet hene 5 zero 1 1
Vi nyl chloride 2 zero 2 0.08
Xyl enes (total) 10, 000 10, 000 44
Ant i mony 6 6 6 2
Arsenic 50 50 0.02
Bari um 2,000 2,000 2,000
Cadm um 5 5 5 4
Chronmium (total) 100 100 100 100
Copper 1, 300 1, 300 1, 300
Lead 15 zero 15 5
Manganese 50
N ckel 100 100 100 100
Zi nc 5, 000
1 National Primary Drinking Water Maximum Contam nant Level (MCL).
2 National Primary Drinking Water Maxi mum Contami nant Level (MCLG. Only

consi dered applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents.
3 New Jersey Safe Drinking Water Act Maxi num Cont am nant Level .
4 New Jersey Gound Water Quality Criteria.



TABLE 5. GROUND- WATER CLEANUP LEVELS FOR THE JI'S LANDFI LL SITE
in parts per billion (ppb)

GROUND- WATER CONTAM NANT CLEANUP LEVEL PRACTI CAL QUANTI T
(ppb) LIMT (ppb)

Acet one 700

Benzene 0.2" 1
Chl or obenzene 4
Chl orof orm 6
1, 2- Di chl or obenzene 600
1, 3-Di chl or obenzene 600
1, 4- Di chl or obenzene 75
1, 1- Di chl or oet hane 70
1, 2-Di chl or oet hane 0.3" 2
1, 1- Di chl or oet hene 1" 2
cis 1, 2-Dichl oroet hene 10
trans 1, 2-D chl oroet hene 10
1, 2- Di chl or opr opane 0.5" 1
Et hyl benzene 700
Met hyl ene chl ori de 2
4- Met hyl - 2- Pent anone 400
Ni t robenzene 3" 10
1,1, 2, 2-Tetrachl or oet hane 2
Tet r achl or oet hene 0.4% 1
Tol uene 1
1,2, 4-Trichl orobenzene 8
1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane 26
Trichl or oet hene 1
Vinyl chloride 0.08",a 5
Xyl enes (total) 40
Ant i nony 2%, a 20
Arsenic 0.02" 8
Bari um 2,000
Cadm um 4
Chronmium (total) 100
Copper 1, 000
Lead 5"
Manganese 50
N ckel 100
Zi nc 5, 000

The cleanup level is the New Jersey Ground Water Quality Criteria (NJGWV
NIGNXC wi | |

be deternmined by anal ytical neasurenents equal to, or |less than, the speci
as

defined and established in NJAC 7:9-6, and shown above.

a R gorous testing that produces a |lower detection limt than the PQ nay
periodi c basis.



RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
RECORD OF DECI SI ON
JI'S Landfill Site
Sout h Brunsw ck Townshi p, M ddl esex County, New Jersey

United States Environnmental Protection Agency
Regi on |
New Yor k, New York

Sout h Brunsw ck Townshi p, M ddl esex County, New Jersey
| NTRODUCTI ON

A responsi veness sunmary is required by Superfund policy. It provides a summary of citizens' comments and
concerns received during the public comment period, and the New Jersey Departnent of Environnental Protection
(NJDEP) and the United States Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) responses to those commrents and
concerns. Al comrents summarized in this document have been considered in the NJDEP and EPA final decision
for selection of a renedial alternative for the JIS Landfill site

OVERVI EW

The preferred remedial alternative, which was presented in the Proposed Pl an, addresses source control and
contaminated ground water at the site. The najor conponents of the preferred alternative included extraction
and on-site treatnent of contam nated ground water, and di sposal of treated ground water on the site by a
recharge trench; upgrade of the existing landfill cap to nmeet Modified NJDEP Hazardous Waste cap; and
provision of an alternative water supply to residents with contam nated drinki ng water wells.

SUMVARY COF COMMUNI TY CONCERNS

Comments fromthe public comrent period generally supported the renedial alternative chosen to renediate
ground water at the site. Several commenters questioned the need to upgrade the existing landfill cap

Maj or concerns included how remedial activities would affect the natural gas pipeline, conpensation for
expenses associated with closing a contam nated residential well and water main hook up, health risks
associated with the site, the funding source for the cleanup of the site, and the tine frane for renediation
Several comments concerned the long tine it took to reach this point fromwhen ground-water contam nation
was first discovered.

SUMVARY OF COMMUNI TY RELATI ONS ACTI VI TI ES

The Remedi al Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS), and the Proposed Plan for the site were released to
the public for commrent on Novenber 28, 1994. These docunents were rmade available to the public in the

adm nistrative record file at the EPA Docket Roomin Region Il, New York and the information repositories at
the South Brunswi ck Minicipal Building and the South Brunswi ck Public Library. The notice of availability
for the above-referenced docunents was published in The Hone News on Novenber 26, 1994. The public coment
period on these docunents was hel d from Novenber 28, 1994 to Decenber 28, 1994.

On Decenber 7, 1994, NIDEP conducted a public meeting at the South Brunswi ck Senior Citizens Center, to
informlocal officials and interested citizens about the Superfund process, to review current and pl anned
remedi al activities at the site, and to respond to any questions fromarea residents and ot her attendees.

SUMVARY CF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The following is a sunmary of the comments provided at the public neeting and comments received during the
public comment period, as well as NJDEP' s and EPA s response to those coments



COMMENTS RAI SED DURI NG THE PUBLI C MEETI NG ON DECEMBER 7, 1994

1. COWMENT: I's Black & Veatch under investigation by the NJDEP for fraudul ent billing?

RESPONSE: Bl ack and Veatch is the NIDEP contractor who performed the RI/FS, and no, they are not under
investigation. However, NIDEP is reviewing the contract with Black & Veatch to determ ne whet her

there are any discrepancies between the contract and the invoices. This is standard procedure.

2. COWMENT: When was the | ast set of ground-water sanples taken.

RESPONSE: G ound-water nonitoring wells were last sanpled by Black & Veatch in late 1991-early 1992.

3.  COMMENT: Was the first round of soil borings fromthe clay cap on the landfill taken by Black & Veatch
anal yzed incorrectly by Enpire Soil s?

RESPONSE: Ei ght soil borings of the landfill cap were taken by Black and Veatch. Perneability testing
was perforned on six of those sanples by Enpire Soils. NJDEP found that a portion of the anal yses by
Enpire Soils were performed incorrectly. They were subsequently reanal yzed by Wodward-d yde Consultants. It

was these reanal yzed results that were reported in the RI/FS.

4. COWMMENT: There are 12 inches of clay in the [JIS] landfill cap. It's the sane that's in every single
landfill. The Brown and Ferris [South Brunswi ck] and the Monroe Township landfills both have 12

inches of clay. JlISinstalled a cap on the landfill under a 1977 court order. This cap was state-of-the-art.
JIS has all the test results, but the NJDEP has never reviewed them

RESPONSE: The reports submtted by JIS were revi ewed and sumari zed and di scussed in the RI/FS. NIDEP
eval uated the existing landfill cap and concluded that the cap nust be upgraded in order to protect

human health and the environnent. There is still significant ground-water contam nation emanating fromthe
landfill. Enhancing the existing cap to the Mdified NJDEP Hazardous Waste Cap gives the required protection
and is the best way to prevent further ground-water contam nation. (See summary of witten comments from
Borrus et al. and A-Z Environnmental COMVENT/ RESPONSE 37 for further discussion on this top).

5.  COWMENT: JIS investigated initiating ground-water treatnent at the site 9-10 years ago. If that system
had been put in operation then, the ground-water renedi ation woul d be well underway now. The NJDEP
never | ooked into this study.

RESPONSE: The history of the NJDEP' s response to, and negotiations with, the owner of the landfill
is beyond the forumof the public neeting (see COMENT/ RESPONSE 41 for further discussion on this
i ssue).

6. COWMENT: What i s the background ground-water quality?

RESPONSE: NJDEP sanpl ed four nonitoring wells on the western side of the NJ Turnpi ke, |ocated upgradi ent
of the JIS Landfill (MW1S, MNM1D, MM14S, and MM 14D). These wells reflect the background ground-water
quality. Only one conmpound in one of the four wells exceeded the New Jersey Ground Water Quality Criteria
(NJGNX) --in MM¥1S, |lead was found at 16.5 parts per billion (ppb).

7. COWMENT: At the toe of the landfill, one nmonitoring well is contam nated and ten feet away, a deeper
well is clean. Can the nonitoring wells spread the ground-water contam nation fromone aquifer to another?
RESPONSE: Al of the nonitoring wells were installed in the Ad Bridge Aquifer, which is above the clay

layer that protects the deeper (Farrington Sands) aquifer.

8. COMMENT: I's the punping well, PW1, installed by the NJDEP used for reinjection of untreated ground
water contributing to the spread of contam nati on?

RESPONSE: NJDEP used punping well PW1 for circulating ground water collected for testing purposes back



into the plume, fromwhich it was extracted, during the aquifer punp test for the RI. NJDEP was not degradi ng
any ground water or spreading contam nation by putting the ground water back into PW1 because this well is
| ocated down-gradient fromthe well with the highest |evel of contanination.

9. COMMVENT: Wiose nmoney is being, and will be, spent on cleanup of the JIS Landfill?

RESPONSE: The Remedi al Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) was conducted using State funds; those
funds were then reinbursed by a group of potentially responsible parties (PRPs) who di sposed of wastes in the
JIS Landfill. Once the renedy is selected in the Record of Decision, NJDEP will offer the PRPs the
opportunity to undertake the cleanup. |f the PRPs decline, then federal Superfund noney and NJ Hazar dous

Di scharge Bond noney will be used to fund the cleanup. EPA and/or NJDEP woul d then attenpt to recover these
funds fromthe PRPs.

10. COWMENT: Can residents who used their own noney to connect to a public water supply when their drinking
water well was contam nated be rei mbursed?

RESPONSE: There is a State fund under which residents could file a claimfor reinbursenent. The

regul ations associated with this fund have a one year statute of limtations for clainms of this nature. |If
residents did not file a claimw thin one year of connecting to public water, they are no |onger
eligible to file a claim

11. COWMENT: How will putting a cap on the landfill address the contami nation in the ground water?

RESPONSE: Upgrading the existing landfill cap to the NJDEP Mddified Hazardous Waste Cap will ensure that
no further contam nation enters the ground water by reducing the infiltration of rainwater through the
chemcals in the landfill. The punping and treating of the ground water will draw contam nated ground water
back towards the landfill so that it does not continue to spread away fromthe landfill. In order for the
ground-water renedy to be effective, the existing landfill cap nust be upgraded. See COMVENT/

RESPONSE 61 for further discussion on this topic.

12. COWMENT: Don't hazardous waste landfills usually have sonme type of liner to catch the | eachate? Al so,
what's going to stop the | eachate fromcontinually flow ng away fromthe landfill once you place a
cap onit? And, howlong will the contam nation continue to emanate fromthe landfill?

RESPONSE: Current regul ations require new hazardous waste landfills to have a bottomliner to prevent

| eachate frommnigrating out of the landfill. At the time this landfill was built, these requirenents were
not in place. Therefore, this particular landfill does not have a bottomliner. However, the new cap should
significantly reduce, if not stop, the anount of |eachate emanating fromthe landfill by preventing
infiltration frompassing through the wastes in the landfill. NIDEP cannot specifically cal cul ate how | ong
the leachate will continue to emanate fromthe landfill.

13. COWENT: |[If the cap was ordered in 1977, and it wasn't done right, then why is it 1994 when we're
finally doing something about it? Wy has it taken NJDEP so long to get to the point of renmediating the
cont am nat i on?

RESPONSE: I n Decenber of 1975, NIJDEP ordered the landfill to cease operations; litigation ensued until
1988.

This postponed the initiation of the actual investigation of the site. Superfund was created in 1980 to
specifically handl e sites such as JI'S, where federal and state nonies are used to investigate and renedi ate
sites when PRPs are unwilling to take responsibility or are financially unable to conduct the work

t hensel ves. JI'S was placed on the National Priorities List on Septenber 1, 1983. The R began in 1986 and
was conpleted in 1992. The FS was initiated in 1991 and conpl eted in 1993.

NJDEP first addressed the immediate risks fromthe site by offering i npacted residents an alternative source
of drinking water. Once this was acconplished, the Rl was initiated to address long termrisks. Al though
the time frane seens unnecessarily long, the conplex nature of the site required several rounds of sanpling



before the site could be characterized

14. COWENT: Are heavy netals a concern at this site and in the secondary plunme? How does the NIDEP pl an
on addressing the heavy nmetals mgration?

RESPONSE: Heavy netals present in the primary plume will be treated with the rest of the ground-water
contami nation by chem cal oxidation and precipitation to renove the netals. Heavy netal contam nant
concentrations in the secondary plune are at lower levels and will be nonitored at least annually. |If the

secondary plune does not naturally attenuate within a reasonable tinme frame, or is determned to be no |onger
protective of human health and the environnent, other remedial alternatives will be evaluated to address the
contami nation. Mich of the metals found in the secondary plune are attributed to be occurring

in nature as part of the local geol ogy.

15. COWMENT: The sanpling of monitoring wells is too distant. You don't sanple the nonitoring wells
consistently on a nmonthly or quarterly basis. Can you build into your procedures a plan that woul d
definitely nonitor these wells on a nonthly or binonthly basis?

RESPONSE: During the actual remedial work, nonitoring wells will be sanpled on a regular basis in
accordance with the ground-water nonitoring plan to be devel oped during the design phase. The nonitoring
frequency will be determ ned during the design, but would probably be twice a year for the first five years.
The ground-water monitoring results will be available to the public for review

16. COWMENT: Wiat is neant by a reasonable tine frame for natural attenuation, and can it be speeded up?

RESPONSE: A reasonable time frane for natural attenuation would be 30 years. There is no way to increase
the rate of natural attenuation w thout active renediation.

17. COWENT: Have the PRPs been fined so that they could help defray the cost of cleaning up the site?
Does the NIDEP ever succeed in getting conpensated for funds spent to clean up these sites or natura
resource danmages?

RESPONSE: No, the PRPs have not been fined because there are no fines associated with the regul ations.
The PRPs have not entered into an agreenent with NJDEP or EPA to undertake or fund the cleanup at the JIS
Landfill Site. Yes, NIDEP is successful in recovering costs and collecting natural resource danages.

18. COWENT: The State of New Jersey, including NJDEP and Rutgers University, have disposed of wastes in
the JIS Landfill. Are they paying for the remediation? Are they considered |liable for the cleanup?

RESPONSE: Accordi ng to the NJDEP, one state agency cannot sue another state agency. However, under
CERCLA, a state can be considered |liable for cleanup of a National Priorities List (NPL) site if it disposed
of hazardous waste not related to a response action. Based on information available to EPA

there is insufficient evidence to support JIS s claimthat the State of New Jersey, NJDEP, and

Rut gers University disposed of hazardous waste at the JIS Landfill.

19. COWMENT: Wy was Brown and Ferris [Browning Ferris] Industries taken off of the PRP list?
RESPONSE: NJDEP i ssued Browning Ferris Industries a Request for Information in 1989. Based on a review

of the response, NJDEP determined that Browning Ferris Industries was not a PRP, and consequently was not
i ncluded on the PRP |ist.

20. COWENT: The State acts as if the owners of JIS were engaged in illegal activity by accepting wastes at
the landfill when in actuality the landfill was licensed by the State during its operation
RESPONSE: The NJDEP has never alleged any illegal activity on the part of the owners of JIS Landfill

However, under the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), as owner
and operator of the JIS Landfill, they are liable for the cleanup of the site



21. COWENT: How big will the ground-water punp and treat facility be and what will it look |ike?

RESPONSE: Specific plans for the plant will not be drawn up until the design of the remedy is in
progress. The plant itself will be located on-site. The NIDEP tries to make these plants as unobtrusive as
possi bl e.

22. COWMMENT: WII the recovery wells be |ocated on or off the site?

RESPONSE: Sorre recovery wells will be located on the JIS property while others may be installed across
Cranbury-South River Road off JI'S property.

23. COWMMENT: At what rate is the plune of contami nation traveling at and how was this rate cal cul ated?

RESPONSE: The rate of migration of the ground water had been cal cul ated at an average of 1.2 feet per
day. That's based on the slope of the ground-water table and on the rate at which water flows through
the soil in the aquifer, the Ad Bridge Aquifer in this case. The plune is flowing in a southeast
direction.

The slope of the aquifer is considered in the calculation of the ground-water flow The change in aquifer
el evation fromone point to another is considered and the type of geologic material it's flowing through is
al so considered. The rate of flowis a cal cul ated val ue based on field tests.

24. COWMMENT: How far below the ground surface is the ground water?

RESPONSE: G ound-water table elevations can vary with topography and seasonal rainfall. The ground-
water table is about 70 feet above nean sea level (MSL). The ground surface at the JIS Landfill is about 130
feet above MSL, and about 85 feet above MSL in the pit next to the landfill. Therefore, the ground water is
approxi mately 60 feet below the ground surface at the JIS Landfill, and approximately 15 feet bel ow the

ground surface at the pit adjacent to the landfill.

25. COWMMENT: Have you determined to what depth wastes were deposited in the landfill? Are wastes in direct
contact with the ground water?

RESPONSE: Aerial photographs of the area taken during the 1950s did not indicate that the borrow pit was
excavated to the ground-water table. NIDEP did not install borings or nonitoring wells through the landfill,
so the exact depth of the waste and the exact depth of the ground-water beneath the waste is not known.
However, monitoring wells MM3 and MV 16 were installed in the pit 10 feet fromthe edge of the landfill, and
the depth to water in these wells is 15 feet. The bottomof the pit adjacent to the landfill is nost the
lower Iimt for the deposition of any waste in the landfill. Since the depth to ground is 15 feet below this
level, this suggests that the waste is not in contact with ground water, and that there is a 15 feet

unsat urated zone between the waste in the landfill and the ground-water table.

26. COWENT: Has the NIDEP taken into consideration the 36-inch natural gas pipeline that runs between the
landfill and the NJ Turnpi ke?

RESPONSE: Yes. NIDEP has contacted the Col oni al Pipeline Conpany, the owner of the pipeline. They are
willing to work with the NJDEP and ensure that renedial activities are done safely to avoid rupturing the
pi pel i ne.

27. COWENT: How might a resident get exposed to the contam nated ground water?

RESPONSE: Exposure to contaninated ground water could occur by ingesting and/or inhaling chenmicals in
the contam nated portion of the Od Bridge Aquifer. Residents with private wells in the contani nated

portion of the Ad Bridge Aquifer nay be exposed by drinking water and/or showeri ng.

28. COWMMENT: How cl ose to Manal apan Brook and Thonpson Lake did you test the ground water?



RESPONSE: G ound water froma natural spring in Thonpson Park was tested on May 26, 1993. The spring is
1,000 feet west of Manal apan Brook and 1,000 feet south of Lake Manal apan. No contam nation above
the NJGAQC was found in the ground-water sanple.

29. COWMENT: What |evels of contamination exists imediately across Cranbury-South R ver Road?

RESPONSE: The maxi mum cont am nati on east of Cranbury-South River Road was in nonitoring well MN6D at
890 ppb of acetone. The NJGANX for acetone is 700 ppb. For a full review of all chemcals found in MV¥6D,
pl ease refer to the RI/FS report.

30. COWMENT: What is the next step in the Superfund process? Who sel ects the renedy?

RESPONSE: After the public comment period is over, NIJDEP will review the comments received and respond to
themin the Responsiveness Summary. The Responsiveness Summary is part of the Record of Decision. The
Record of Decision selects the remedy after considering all the comments received. It is a fornal decision
docunent which is signed by EPA, with NIDEP concurrence. Once this docunent is signed, NJDEP will approach
the PRPs and offer thema chance to inplenent the renedy. |If they refuse, NJDEP will inplenent the remedy
and sue the parties for three tines the cost of the renediation (treble danages). Once it is determ ned who
will go ahead with the renediation, the Design Phase begins. This could take a year or nore. Construction of
the actual renedy nay take two years or so. O course, there nmay be del ays in any phase depending on

weat her, unforeseen circunstances, etc. Optimstically, the soonest the punp and treat of the ground water
woul d begin is approximately two years from now.

31. COWENT: Are there any current health risks or hazards associated with the landfill right now, other
than the ground water?

RESPONSE: The results of the Baseline R sk Assessnent indicate that the landfill itself does not pose a
risk to human health. However, the Baseline R sk Assessnment does show a risk associated with the

ground water.

32. COWMMENT: Who will oversee the construction of the remedy to ensure that it is performed correctly?
RESPONSE: If PRPs conduct the renediation, there will be governnent oversight during all phases. |If
public funds are used, the NJDEP will hire all the consultants and contractors, and will have daily

on-site presence during the construction. EPA will also oversee this as well.

33. COWMMENT: WII the construction contract for renediation go to |local contractors?

RESPONSE: If NJDEP conducts the renmedial action, NIJDEP is required to have open conpetitive bidding for
the work. Therefore, engineering firns fromother states are also eligible to bid for the work.

Most contracts are generally awarded to New Jersey firns.

34. COWENT: Who are the PRPs involved in JIS?

RESPONSE: At this time, the followi ng parties are considered PRPs by NJDEP. PRPs include generators and
transporters of hazardous waste disposed at the landfill, as well as the owner and operator of the
JI'S Landfill.

Arerican Standard, Inc.

Appl i ed Bi oscience International, Inc.
BASF Cor porati on

Beatri ce Foods Conpany

Bi o/ dynami cs, | nc.

Cties Services Conpany

Col unbi an Cheni cal Conpany

Col unbi an Car bon Company

Covi no Trucki ng Company



Del co Reny Div. of General Mtors
Dow Jones and Conpany, |nc.

FMC Cor porati on

Frederick H Levey Conpany, Inc.
General Electric Company

General Mdtors Corporation

Hartz Mountai n Corporation

Hel me Tobacco Conpany

H ggi ns Disposal Service, Inc.
J.1.S. Industrial Service Conpany
J.1.S. Industrial Service Corp.
Johnson & Johnson, Inc.

Mobil G| Corporation

Mobi | Research & Devel opnent Corp.
Ccci dent al Petrol eum Cor porati on
O tho Pharnaceutical Corp.
Patt er son Sargent Company

Phel ps Dodge Corp.

Revl on, Inc.

Ronni e Packagi ng Conpany

Shel | Chemi cal Conpany

Shell G| Conpany

Squi bb Cor p.

Tel edyne Packagi ng/ Turner Tube
Textron, Inc.

Thor Metal s Conpany, Inc.
Triangle Industries, Inc.
Triangle PWC

Triangl e Pipe and Tube Co., Inc.
War ner Lanbert Co.

Webcraft Packagi ng

Webcraft Technol ogi es, Inc.

Cont ai ner Corporation of Anerica

Index of Witten Coments Received

Borrus, Coldin, Foley Vignuolo, Hynan & Stahl; Received 12/9/94

Townshi p of Monroe, Environmental Conm ssion; Recei ved 12/ 26/ 94
Hartz Mountai n Corporation; Recei ved 12/ 27/ 94
Lorraine Olando, WIliam & Joan Heri g,

Stuart & Mary Ann Hagerty, Residents; Recei ved 12/27/94
Victor F. Janas, Resident; Recei ved 1/ 30/ 95
A-Z Environnental, Inc.; Recei ved 2/3/95
Envi ronnent al Resources Managenent, |nc. Recei ved 2/ 6/ 95

Summary of Witten Coments
Comrent s recei ved from Borus, Coldin, Foley, Vignuolo, Hyman & Stahl representing JI'S Industrial Services,

35. COWENT: The Public Notice advertisenent had a |limted description of the Site Background and Current
St at us.

RESPONSE: Space limtations in the adverti senent nmade a brief description of the Site Background and
Current Status necessary. The purpose of this description is to give the reader a general overview of the
site.

36. COWMMENT: On Cctober 30, 1985, JIS subnitted to NJDEP a report prepared by French and Parrello



Associ ates concerning the closure and capping of the JIS Landfill. The report concluded that, based on

their field testing and inspections, the landfill closure conformed to NJDEP regul ati ons. On Novenber 26
1985, Richard Gauck of Van Note- Harvey Associates confirned the installation of the clay cap overlined [sic]
with six inches of topsoil, with required permeability and thickness. Numerous requests were nmade to NJDEP to

i nspect and acceptance of the cap and closure. No response was received

RESPONSE: These efforts by French & Parrello Associates, as well as all other efforts by other firns
hired by JIS regarding the cap construction and integrity, are summarized and evaluated in great detail in
Section 6.0 of the RI. This section of the R provides all of the concerns and problens with the results of
those reports. |In addition, Black & Veatch perforned their own field investigation and engi neering
evaluation of the landfill cap

37. COWMMENT: W request that NIDEP conpare JIS Landfill with the closure at Monroe Townshi p, South
Brunswi ck (BFl), and Jackson landfills, where NIDEP-approved cl osure requirenents were |ess stringent. The
Spillatore Landfill was not covered at all. The sane "liberality"” applied to these landfills

should apply to JIS Landfill.

RESPONSE: Remedi es at NPL sites are selected on a site-specific basis. O the landfills nentioned, al
are on the NPL except the Spillatore Landfill.

Vol atil e organi ¢ conpounds (VOCs) are the predoni nant contam nants at each of these landfills. The
ground-water contamination at JISis between 1 and 3 orders of nagnitude greater [10 to 30 tines greater]
than the contam nation at the Monroe, South Brunsw ck, and Jackson Landfills. Consequently, the preferred

alternatives for the JIS Landfill Site included a ground-water renedy to address the contam nation and
upgrading the existing cap. |In order for the ground-water renedy to be effective, the existing cap needs to
be upgraded to nminimze the infiltration of rainwater through the wastes in the landfill. The R estinated

that the infiltration rate of the existing cap is 3.3 mllion gallons per year. Upgrading the cap woul d
virtually elimnate infiltration

38. COWMENT: The proposed renediation of the JIS Landfill involves an area adjacent to the NJ Turnpike in
whi ch the Col onial Pipeline has an existing right-of-way for the nmaintenance of a 36-inch natural gas

pi peline. The proposed renedy coul d have dangerous consequences in the disturbance of the existing pipeline.
Thi s area shoul d be avoi ded.

RESPONSE: The Col oni al Pipeline Conpany is aware of the preferred renmedial action. They do not have any
objections to the renmedy outlined by the proposed plan as outlined at the public neeting and the

Proposed Plan. The conpany requested that they be kept informed with the progress of the renediation

effort.

Regarding the issue of risk associated with renedial activities close to the pipeline, the NJDEP will work
closely with Colonial Pipeline Conpany to ensure safety.

39. COWMENT: In August 1984, JIS retained J.E Rhodes Consulting Engi neers for the purpose of oversight of
the ground-water renediation project. In February 1985, the firm of Paulus, Sokol owski and Sartar conpl eted
an aquifer test for the project. One of the conclusions of the study suggested that contam nation was bei ng
drawn to the site fromoff-site sources. NIDEP never followed up on the recomrendation that nmonitoring wells
be installed off the JIS property across fromthe NJ Turnpi ke to nmonitor ground-water contami nation there

Bl ack & Veatch did not investigate this area and upgradient of JIS. Al of these reasons support our request
that you use reason and deliberate judgnent in determ ning whether further renediation is necessary at this
time.

RESPONSE: NJDEP consi dered the recommendati on and installed four upgradient nonitoring wells off the site
across the NJ Turnpike: MM1S, MAM1D, MM 14S, and MW 14D. These wells were sanpled and are cl ean

indicating that no ground-water contam nation is noving onto the site from any upgradi ent sources across the
NJ Tur npi ke.



40. COWMMENT: |s NIDEP presently investigating Black & Veatch for past perfornmance and reasonabl eness of
i nvoi ces?

RESPONSE: See RESPONSE/ COMMENT 1.

41. COMMENT: In July 1986, M. Rhodes conpl eted the design of a ground-water treatnment facility for JIS.
The facilities were constructed and ready for operation. A treatment systemrenained avail able for inmediate
use in site renediation. Its use would have dramatically reduced the off-site mgration of any contam nation
now al | eged. Despite the above action taken by JIS, at its expense, NIDEP undertook the RI/FS which resulted
in the present public neeting.

RESPONSE: JIS hired J.E. Rhodes to performa pilot scale air stripping test--a full scal e ground-water
treat ment systemwas never constructed or operated. However, the NJDEP and EPA never prohibited JI'S or other
PRPs frominplementing I nternedi ate Renedi al Measures (I RVs) at their own expense. Regardless of whether
they inplemented | RMs or not, NJDEP and EPA were obligated under CERCLA to proceed with the R to
characterize the nature and extent of the contam nation if PRPs

chose not to.

42. COWENT: Recent on-site (JIS) monitoring well results show no detectable VOCs above acceptable limts.
W question the need for expensive renediation.

RESPONSE: JI'S has not submitted any ground-water sanpling and analytical information to NJDEP to verify
the results. W do not know the location of the wells fromwhich the sanples were taken. The wells could be
| ocated sidegradient fromthe contam nant plune, which would explain why no contam nation

was detected. W also do not know what chem cals the sanples were anal yzed for, whether the anal yti cal

net hods were equivalent to NJDEP' s, and whether the sanpling foll owed NJDEP's Quality Assurance and Quality
Control (Q¥ Q) protocol. JIS did not sanple any of the NIDEP wells, therefore a conparison can not be nade.
The R sanpling indicates significant ground-water contam nation above Federal and/or New Jersey Safe

Drinki ng Water Act Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels (MCLs) at the site, justifying the need for a

remedi al action.

43. COMMENT: The assunptions regardi ng ground-water contamination are stale and date back to sanpling
perforned in July 1991. CQut-of-date sanpling results should not formthe basis for the present renediation
plan which is duplicative, expensive, and unnecessary.

RESPONSE: The data is not considered "stale" by NIJDEP and EPA. The Proposed Plan is based on R data
col l ected between 1988 and 1991, plus additional data collected from Hydropunch and potable well sanples
collected during 1993. Al of this data was collected and anal yzed i n accordance with EPA and NJDEP QA& QC
requirenents. Al so, additional sanpling will be conducted in the future during the Design/Construction
phases, and a long-termnonitoring programwll start at the conpletion of the constructi on phase. Data
collected during these activities may be used to suggest nodifications to remedial activities at the site,
i f warranted.

44. COWENT: The NJDEP approved the remediation of the Jackson Township Landfill which was |arger and

wi thout a cap and involved a greater risk to surrounding residences than JIS. Wy is the NJDEP requiring a
much nmore stringent renmediation plan for JIS? W request that NJDEP utilize the information and

test results available to consider a discontinuance of any further renedial action in connection with this
project, which will only serve to unnecessarily increase the costs associated with the RI/FS [sic].

RESPONSE: The ground-water quality at the Jackson Landfill neets the State's ground-water standards. In
ot her words, there was no ground-water contam nation, and consequently, no risk. A soil cap was placed on
the site, since contanminants were not mgrating into the ground water. The ROD called for "no further
action".

In contrast to Jackson Landfill, ground-water contam nation at JIS Landfill poses an unacceptable risk to
human health and the environnent, therefore, a renedial action is required.



Comment s recei ved from Monroe Townshi p Environnental Conm ssion

45. COMMENT: The Environmental Commi ssion of Monroe Township supports the NJDEP and EPA proposed
recommendati ons concerning the JIS Landfill site: Source Control Alternative SC6 (Mdified NJDEP Hazar dous
Waste Cap), and Gound-Water Alternative 4 (Prinmary Plume Capture and Treatnent, and Provision of Alternative
Water Supply). The proposed renedy offers practical, pernmanent solutions, yet remain open to the possibility
of having to take nore aggressive action.

RESPONSE: The NIDEP appreci ates the support of the Environnental Commi ssion of Mnroe Townshi p.
Comrent s received fromHartz Muntain | ndustries

46. COMMENT: The Modified NJDEP Hazardous Waste Cap is estinmated to elimnate approxi mately 99. 9% of
infiltration into the landfill. NIDEP also evaluated repair of the 1977 Cap, and upgrading the 1977 Cap
(Augnented 1977 Cap). The 1977 Cap will elimnate approxi mately 92% of the infiltration; the Augnmented 1977
Cap will elimnate 94%of the infiltration. No cost benefit or risk/benefit analysis has been perforned to
det erm ne whether the additional 1 to 1.4 million dollar cost of the preferred renedy is

justified by the marginal (5 to 7% decrease in infiltration into the landfill.

RESPONSE: Cost effectiveness was considered in the selection of the preferred alternatives. The

Modi fi ed NJDEP Hazardous Waste Cap is the preferred alternative because it provides the greatest reduction in
infiltration and it is light in weight. Mninmzing the infiltration rate nakes the ground-water renmedy nore
effective. Al though the 1977 Cap and the Augnented 1977 Cap both offer greater than 91%reduction in
infiltration, the Mddified NJDEP Hazardous Waste Cap was sel ected anbng the source control alternatives
because it protects against freeze and thaw danage, offering greater long-termeffectiveness and reliability
than the 1977 Cap and the Augrmented 1977 Cap. (See COMMVENT/ RESPONSE 49 for a di scussion on risk/benefit
anal ysi s) .

47. COWENT: Any final decision on renedy selection and inplementation should be held off until the
reaut hori zati on of CERCLA. The reauthorization may change the assunptions and | egislative guidelines on
whi ch NJDEP' s proposed renedy is based. This would elimnate the need to revisit these issues at a later
time.

RESPONSE: There is no authority to defer renedy selection at an NPL site until Congress reauthorizes
CERCLA. The tinming of reauthorization is not certain.

48. COMMENT: @Gven that the 1977 cap does exist, and is likely to be upgraded, sinple placenent of a
synthetic liner over the 1977 cap may acconplish the same purpose as the Mdified Hazardous Waste Cap at a
lower cost. This alternative should be eval uated before any decision is nade.

RESPONSE: Wil e the sinple placenent of a synthetic liner over the existing cap may inprove
inperneability, it is not a sufficient remedy in and of itself.Protection of a synthetic liner and the clay
layer below it can only be attained by appropriate surface water drai nage and frost protection |ayers

that are called for in the preferred remedy. The reason the existing cap is in such bad shape is the lack of
adequat e cover naterial over the clay. This has |lead to degradation by the el ements frominproper surface
drai nage, the inability for vegetation to grow on the cap, and freeze and thaw acti on.

49. COMMENT: A risk/benefit analysis should be performed to determ ne whether the increnental elinination
of health risk justifies the anticipated high capital expenditure associated with active ground-water
remedi at i on.

RESPONSE: The Conpr ehensi ve Environmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the
National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) do not require risk/benefit anal yses.
However, they do require renedies selected at NPL sites to be cost-effective. |In addition, CERCLA and the

NCP do indicate that cleanup is necessary when the excess cancer risk associated with an NPL site exceeds the
acceptabl e risk range of between 10-4 and 10-6 risk. The excess cancer risk associated with this site is 3 x
10-3, which is outside the acceptabl e range, therefore, requiring a renedial response. NIDEP has eval uated



the risk to hunman health and the environnent in the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent and eval uati on of the various
costs of different renedial alternatives in the Feasibility Study as required by CERCLA and the NCP, and have
proposed the nost cost-effective renedy.

50. COWENT: Any ground-water renediation selection abide [sic] installation of the selected cap, and
evaluation of its source control effectiveness. Once the source has been mnimzed or elimnated, natural
attenuation rmay address ground-water contami nation in the primary and secondary plune, thereby mnimzing or
elimnating the need for capital intensive ground-water renediation. CERCLA requires reevaluation of any
remedy every five years, so continued nonitoring will be an integral part of any capping renedy. W believe
that the foregoing approach is sound, since all potable uses of the contam nated portion of the aquifer have
been elimnated; well restrictions will be inposed on any future use; and no ongoi ng threat

to public health or the environment presently exists.

RESPONSE: The capping renedy, in and of itself, would not adequately protect human health and the

envi ronnent because contaminants in the ground water would continue to nigrate off site. Contam nant |evels
inthe primary plume are significantly above MCLs. Not inplenmenting a ground-water remedy woul d not reduce
the risks to downgradi ent users of ground water since there are no restrictions prohibiting the use of the
A d Bridge Aquifer as a source of drinking water. In addition, the high levels of netals contam nation in
the primary plune are not likely to naturally attenuate.

Comrent s received fromLorraine Olando, WIlliam& Joan Herig, Stuart & Mary Ann Hagerty; Residents

51. COWMMENT: CQur drinking water wells were contam nated. W independently paid to have our water tested
and pressured | ocal governing boards to investigate and to check the direction and quality of the ground
water. W gave up using the wells and bought water into our hones for drinking. W continued our pleas to
out township for nunicipal hook up to avoid using our wells. Finally, in 1982, water service was brought
into our area, costing each of us over $1,500 in expenses to hook up to the water line. W support any
efforts by NJDEP to inprove the situation at the site. W have suffered as a result of hazardous dunpi ng
that went unchecked at the JIS Landfill and incurred prematurely great expense to protect our famlies. W
feel some conpensation is due since we were affected by this terrible landfill and should be nade at this
tinme. We look to the Superfund for relief.

RESPONSE: The New Jersey Spill Conpensation Fund and/or the Sanitary Landfill d osure Fund both provide
for conpensation to people who suffered damages from hazardous waste sites, spills or landfills.

However, there are specific rules governing these funds. You nmay contact the NJDEP Environnental d ains
Adm ni stration at (609) 633-2947 for nore infornation.

Comrents submitted by Victor F. Janas, a resident
52. COWMMENT: What are the exact |ocations of nmonitoring wells DGN9, 10 and 117

RESPONSE: These wells are not nonitoring wells, but private wells. Al three wells were sanpl ed once
and have since been seal ed or abandoned and thus are inaccessible for further sanpling. DGWNV9 was | ocated at
109 Bor dent own- Sout h Anboy Tur npi ke; DGWN 10 was | ocated at 106 Bordent own- Sout h Anboy Tur npi ke; and DGV 11
was | ocated at 33 Bordent own- Sout h Arboy Tur npi ke.

53. COWMMENT: When were nonitoring wells DGNV9, 10 & 11 tested, and for what paraneters? What are the
| evel s of contam nation detected?

RESPONSE: These three wells were sanpled on March 14, 1991 for total netals and volatile organic
conmpounds. VOC concentrations ranged from 1-47.1 parts per million (ppm) in DGN9; no VOCs were detected in
DGV 10; and VOC | evel s ranged fromO0.9-1.9 ppmin DGN11l. The concentrations of netals detected ranged from
5.6-10,600 ppmin DGN9; 3.8-408 ppmin DGN10; and 4.8-49.7 ppmin DGN11l. The levels of netals detected in
DGV 10 and 11 are not a concern because they are bel ow heal t h-based | evels. For details of the analytical
results of this sanpling, please see the RI/FS.

54. COMMENT: Have DGN9, 10 & 11 been sanpled nmore than once? If so, are the |levels of contam nation



i ncreasing, decreasing or staying constant with tine?

RESPONSE: DWG 9, 10, and 11 were sanpled only once, during the RI. These private wells were subsequently
closed; therefore, a trend cannot be deterni ned.

55.  COWMMENT: Between 1984 and 1988, the Monroe Township Heal th Departnment found contamination in the wells
of residents in the vicinity of Bordentown Turnpi ke. Have these wells been nonitored since? If yes,
are the |l evels increasing, decreasing, or renaining the same?

RESPONSE: From 1984 to 1988, the Monroe Township Health Department sanpled private water supply wells
for the township residents. Mny of the residents in the vicinity of Bordentown Turnpi ke, downgradi ent
fromthe landfill, had contaninated drinking water. EPA provided these residents with bottled water from

June 6, 1989 until they were pernmanently connected to the nunicipal water systemin February 1992. The
contanminated private wells were closed and were not accessible for subsequent sanpling. Therefore, a trend
cannot be det erni ned.

56. COWENT: At the Decenber 7, 1994 public neeting, a representative of JIS said he has his own test
results indicating that either there is no problem or the probl emhas been bl own out of proportion by the
NJDEP consultant, or that the problemwas not caused by JIS, but by other conpanies in the area. M. Putnam
indicated that he was unaware of the data, though the JIS representative indicated he had tried to get NJDEP
to look at it. Was the data available as M. Jones indicated and, if so, why was this data

di smissed by the NJDEP? Were can a copy of JIS s test procedures and results be obtai ned?

RESPONSE: During the R, M. Jones did submt sone |limted ground-water data which included total

di ssol ved solids, biochenical oxygen denand, chem cal oxygen denand, chloride, and concentrations of a few
select netals and chenmicals. W do not know whether the sanples were collected in accordance with the
appropriate protocols, or whether the results conplied with NJDEP's Q¥ QC requirenents. NJDEP told M. Jones
that this data was not useful for the R because it did not contain information on the full range of

contami nants in the ground water.

NJDEP installed nonitoring wells upgradient fromthe JIS Landfill. Sanmpling results of these wells do not
indicate that upgradi ent industrial sources are contributing to the ground-water contam nation at JIS.

Al NIDEP test procedures and results are available in the Phase | and Phase Il R reports for the JIS
Landfill. NIDEP does not have all of the JIS data. To get a copy of JIS s test procedures and results, you
need to contact M. Jones directly.

57. COWMENT: Water has been observed bubbling up in the basenent of hones in the "Madows at Monroe"
devel opnent in Monroe Township after severe rain storns. Could this water be contam nated? WII| residents
who collect this water and have it tested by an independent |ab be reinbursed for the cost?

RESPONSE: Because the basenents at the "Meadows at Monroe" devel opnent flood only after severe
rainstorns and not at other tinmes, NJDEP believes that the water is nost likely rainwater due to poor
drainage, and is not related to the JIS Landfill. NIDEP does not believe this water is contam nated because
the "Meadows at Monroe" devel opnent are | ocated sidegradient fromthe contam nation plune. In

addi tion, no VOC contam nation was found in Downgradi ent Well DGW 10, which is the closest well to the
"Meadows at Monroe" devel opment. NIJDEP will not reinburse residents for the cost of sanpling this water. W
suggest that residents contact the |ocal health department regarding the testing of this water.

58. COWENT: How thick is the affected aquifer under the "Meadows at Monroe" devel opnment? Are sewer and
water lines for this devel opnent sitting in the aquifer? How far bel ow the houses does the contamination |ie?

RESPONSE: The A d Bridge Aquifer is between 70 to 90 feet thick. NIDEP does not know where the sewer
pipes and water lines are located in relation to the ground-water table at the "Meadows at Monroe"

devel opnent. As explained in the previous response, NJDEP does not believe that the ground water underneath
the Meadows at Monroe devel oprment i s contam nated.



59. COWMENT: WII the NJDEP test the area of the "Meadows at Monroe" devel opnent to determ ne/confirmthe
depth and/or |evel of contam nation below this devel opment? To which state agency could a resident of this
devel opnent nake such a request?

RESPONSE: Because NIDEP does not have any indication on ground-water contanination based on sanpling data
from Downgradi ent Well DGWN 10, there is no need to test the ground water beneath the "Madows at
Monr oe" devel oprent .

60. COWENT: Alternative SC-6 requires a waiver of the capping requirenents of the Resource Recovery and
Conservation Act (RCRA) Subtitle C and New Jersey Hazardous Waste Landfill d osure Regulations (NJAC
7:26-10.8(i)2). |Is this design with a sinilar waiver being used anywhere in the United States? Is this
desi gn consi dered experinental ?

RESPONSE: The cap design preferred for the JIS Landfill is not experinental. Very simlar capping
systens are being designed for other landfill sites on the NPL in New Jersey. The cap outlined for the JIS
Landfill in the Proposed Plan used the A obal Landfill cap as its nodel. A waiver of the capping

requi renents of New Jersey Hazardous Waste Landfill O osure Regulations (NJAC 7:26-10.8(i) 2) was invoked in
the 1991 Record of Decision for the Aobal Landfill.

61. COWMMENT: WII Aternative GM¥4 capture and treat the | eachate that continues to |l each fromthe landfill
after it is capped? How long will the landfill waste continue to |leach into the aquifer after the cap is
conpl et ed?

RESPONSE: Alternative G¥4 will capture and treat all of the contam nated ground water in the primry
plume. Alterative SC-6, the nodified NJDEP Hazardous Waste Cap, will decrease the perneability of the
existing cap, resulting in a decrease in the amount of rainwater infiltrating into the landfill, eventually
drying it out, and elimnating the | eachate source. During the design, an estimate will be made to determnine
how long it will take for the cap/punp and treat systemto renediate the prinmary plune. However, this value
cannot be accurately estinated at this tine.

62. COWMMENT: |If CERCLA requires a No Action alternative be evaluated for conparison of other alternatives,
why doesn't it require the conparative eval uation of upper end alternatives such as G¥7, capture of the
entire ground-water plune? Wat is the standard dollar amount used to determine if an

alternative is too costly?

RESPONSE: CERCLA requires that a No Action alternative be evaluated at every site to establish a baseline
for conparison to the other alternatives.

There is no standard doll ar amount used to determine if an alternative is too costly. Each alternative is
eval uated according to its effectiveness.

Cost was not the only problemw th the entire plune capture renedy. The concerns with entire plune capture
were al so technical efficiency and practicality. Capture and treatnent of the entire plune would require
extracting a large volune of water at relatively low levels of contam nation that will likely naturally
attenuate. However, NJDEP will be further nonitoring the secondary plune. Active aquifer restoration
alternatives will be evaluated to address the contam nation in the secondary plune should the time period to
achi eve the cleanup | evels exceed NJDEP' s and EPA' s expectations, or in the event that natural attenuation is
found to be no | onger protective of human health and the environnent.

63. COWENT: According to the Inplenentability Criteria for Alternative Eval uation, the steepness of the
landfill sideslope and the presence of the 36-inch gas pipeline nay neke the inplenentati on of SC 6
difficult. Could that section of the landfill be renoved and hauled to a properly designed | andfill

until the steep side slope and pipeline risks are reduced?

RESPONSE: Yes, renoving a portion of the landfill is an option, however, renoval of the landfill material
woul d be difficult to do. Excavation of material for off-site handling will trigger requirenents
under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), which would result in additional effort, added cost,



and likely prove inpractical due to Land Ban Restrictions under RCRA. It is generally against NJDEP policy
to dig up a problemand just nmove it to another |ocation.

If the steepness of the landfill sideslope makes it inmpossible to inplenment the renediation as proposed, the
NJDEP wi | | pursue rerouting the pipeline.

64. COMMENT: | do not agree that the NJDEP is handling this site in a tinely manner, as was stated at the
Decenber 7, 1994 public neeting given that the problemwas first discovered in 1975.

RESPONSE: See COMMENT/ RESPONSE 13.
Comment s received fromA-Z Environnental, Inc., representing M. Donald Jones and JI'S Landfill

65. COMMENT: Water quality is measured routinely in four existing on-site JIS nonitoring wells since 1976
as part of the New Jersey Pollution Discharge Elimnation System (NJPDES) permt. Assumi ng, historically,
that the sanpling data fromthe nonitoring wells met NJDEP Q¥ QC criteria, the data should be conparable to
those of NJDEP anal yses. Was the water quality data fromthe NJPDES permt and split sanples weighed in
assessing ground-water quality? If the results fromadditional tests showa simlar pattern, it is doubtful
that the punp and treat option will produce a significant inprovenent in ground-water quality over the
background | evel s. NIDEP shoul d conpare the background levels in the imediate vicinity to those found on
site and al so to the background levels in the vicinity of neighboring

industrial sites such as BASF and Phel ps- Dodge.

RESPONSE: NJDEP installed four upgradient nonitoring wells off the site across the NJ Turnpike to

det erm ne background (M¥ 1S, MW 1D, MM 14S, and MW 14D). These wells were sanpled and are clean, indicating
that no ground-water contamination is nmoving onto the site fromany upgradi ent sources across the NJ

Tur npi ke.

Wth respect to water quality data fromthe JIS nonitoring wells, NJDEP cannot conpare the JIS data to the R
dat a because we cannot assunme that the sanpling data conplied with NJDEP Q¥ QC requirements. In addition, we
do not know the location of the JIS wells that were sanpl ed.

Water quality data submitted with JIS s NIJPDES permt application was not considered in assessing
ground-water quality for the site for the followi ng reason. JIS did not submt conplete docunentation of its
ground-wat er sanpling and analysis effort, which was performed in 1982. Therefore, we cannot verify whether
the sanpling was perforned in accordance with NJDEP protocols, or whether the sanpling results conplied with
NJDEP Q& QC requirenents.

66. COWMMENT: Was the source and nature of the green color in the ground water from MM 18l ever identified?

RESPONSE: The green color in the ground water is fluorescein dye. This dye was reported to have been
used in a ground-water tracer test at JISin the early 1960s. It is not considered hazardous.

67. COWENT: The water from MW 181 was all egedly punped into DEP M¥1. G ven the relative depth of DEP
MM 1, this punping nmay have caused contam nation of the deep aquifers and contam nated DEP MWV 1.

RESPONSE: MW 181, sanpled during the Phase Il Renedial Investigation, contained a total of 15 ppb
VOCs. PW1 was screened in the lower A d Bridge Aquifer. Downgradient of PW1, and al so screened in the Ad
Bridge, are MW7D and M¥6D. These wells were al so sanpled during the Phase Il R and contai ned,
respectively, 299 ppb and 890 ppb total volatile organic conmpounds. Results fromthese two wells show that
the lower A d Bridge Aquifer, downgradient of PW1, is nmuch nore contaninated than ground water taken from
MM 18l. Therefore,the incident which is the subject of this coment woul d not increase the contamnation in
that part of the aquifer. See COWMMENT/ RESPONSE 8.

68. COWMENT: The existing cap was built in 1984 and conpleted in 1985, when M. Jones requested NIJDEP
approval . However, the request was neither denied nor granted at any tine. The finding that the present
clay (cap) on the landfill did not neet the NJDEP criteria at the time of construction was never conmuni cated



to either M. Jones or his consulting engineers.

RESPONSE: The finding that the current cap does not meet current NJDEP criteria was nmade after the R was
conmpleted in 1993. M. Jones was notified that the results of the R, which included an eval uation of the
existing landfill cap, were available. The R report and data were placed in the information repositories in

Sept enber 1993. Even if NIDEP had approved the cap in 1985, it would not change the sel ection of the
preferred alternatives. The existing cap is being upgraded to nake the ground-water remedy nore effective by
mnimzing the infiltration of rainwater through the wastes in the landfill. The R estimated that
infiltration rate of the existing cap is 3.3 mllion gallons per year. Upgrading the cap would virtually
elimnate infiltration.

69. COWMENT: The finding that the present clay and its thickness does not nmeet NJDEP criteria contradicts
the engineer's report (Van Note-Harvey Associ ates, Novenber 26, 1985 and April 3, 1987).

RESPONSE: NJDEP revi ewed the Van Note-Harvey Associates report and found deficiencies (see Section 6.0 of
the RI). NIDEP does not know the nature of the discrepancy between the Van Note-Harvey report and NJDEP s
cap evaluation, but believes that the clay and soil |ayers may have reduced in thickness due to settling and
er osi on.

70. COWENT: The NIDEP has not presented any data which supports the claimthat the present clay cap is
not capabl e of w thstanding freeze and thaw conditions, jeopardizing the cap integrity.

RESPONSE: It is common engi neering know edge that the frost line is between 18 inches and 24 inches bel ow
the surface in this region. Freeze and thaw protection less than 18 inches will affect geologic material by
creating cracks. The R confirmed that the existing cap system does not have a uniform m ni numof 18 inches
of cover material over the clay layer in a large portion of the landfill. Ponded water on the surface is

al so evidence of inproper stormwater drainage control.

71. COWENT: NIDEP shoul d reeval uate the issue of adequacy of the present clay cover, and alternative
sol utions should be investigated in terns of effectiveness and cost.

RESPONSE: The FS and the Proposed Pl an eval uated the adequacy of the existing clay cap; part of the
eval uation included effectiveness and cost. The decision to inplenment the 1977 Solid Waste Cap was based on
limted information. Since that tine, a thorough investigation has been perfornmed and conpleted. The
results of the investigation concluded that the waste di sposed of at the site would be considered hazardous
under current standards.

72. COWNENT: The ground-water contam nation plume has mgrated at the rate of 1.2 feet per day (ft/day) and
is therefore 1.4 mles off site since its discovery, not 12 mles as reported by the NIDEP.

RESPONSE: NJDEP did not report that the ground-water contamination plune is 12 mles fromthe JIS
Landfill site. A nenber in the audience at the public neeting incorrectly stated that the plune

extended 12 niles. By straight calculation, assuming that |andfilling operations began in 1965, the plune
shoul d extend approxinmately 2.5 mles fromthe landfill at this time. However, this has not been verified by

ground-wat er sanpling dat a.

Comrent s recei ved from Environnmental Resources Managenent, consultant for commttee of potentially
responsi bl e parties.

73. COWENT: JISis erroneously linked to contam nation of donestic wells. The distribution and types of
conmpounds point to a | ocal source near the donestic wells.

i. There is no rational basis for attributing chem cal constituents in the donestic wells to JIS
in view of the | ow concentrations of chem cal constituents in the off-site monitoring wells at JIS.

ii. The higher concentrations of chlorinated organic conpounds in the donestic wells indicate that there is
a local source in the vicinity of the Bordentown Turnpike.



iii. The presence of simlar constituents at JIS and in the donestic wells does not denonstrate a
correl ation between the two occurrences.

iv. Acetone, nethylene chloride and chl orof orm detections in the nonitoring wells could result from

contanmi nation in the | aboratory by these common | aboratory contam nants. The R and Baseline R sk Assessment
do not acknow edge this possibility. During the earlier NIDEP investigations, |aboratory blanks were not

i ncl uded, which would have allowed | aboratory contam nants to be identified. The |ack of the bl anks departs
fromaccepted | aboratory practices.

v. An analysis of the historical data using ground-water nodeling denonstrates that JI'S could not have been
the source of contam nation reported in the donestic wells.

RESPONSE: The foll owi ng di scussion explains the rationale why NJDEP believes that the contam nation in
the domestic wells is attributed to JIS.

i. NIDEP believes there is a rational basis for attributing the contam nation in the donmestic wells to JIS

Landfill. The landfill began operating in 1962, and capped between 1980 and 1985. NIJDEP believes that
ground-wat er contam nation detected in downgradient private wells is the result of contam nant migration from
the JI'S Landfill prior to capping, especially since the contaminants in the downgradient private wells are

simlar to the contanminants detected in the primary plune.

ii. NIDEP believes that the higher concentration of contam nants in downgradient private wells
originated fromJIS over the 18 years of its operation. This is denmonstrated in the Secondary Plunme Mdel in
the RI (see Figure 5-10 of the RI).

iii. Twenty-one VOCs were detected in the ground water at JIS and 22 in the residential wells. O
the 22, 18 VOCs were al so detected in the ground water at JIS. This is a very high correlation.

iv. Laboratory and field bl anks were used during all phases of the Rl (see Tables 4-5 and 4-10 in
the Rl report). Were the nonitoring well results were less than three times the amount found in the

associated field and/or |ab blanks, the results were negated. In addition, when concentrations are between 3
and 5 times the blank concentration, or greater than 5 times the bl ank concentrati ons,
then the sanple result is designated as "qualified" or "real," respectively. Both "qualified" and "real"

data are usable. This occurred in several sanples where nethyl ene chloride and acetone were found, but no
chloroformresults were negated.

v. No information was provided on the ground-water nodel that was used, the inputs, variables,
and paraneters. Therefore, NIDEP cannot comment on the accuracy of the nodel.

74. COWMMENT: NIDEP' s ground-water nodeling results are inconclusive and bi ased.

RESPONSE: Wil e the ground-water nodeling performed by NJDEFP's contractor was based on linmited
information, NJDEP believes that the results are indicative of the existing conditions. In addition,
nonitoring wells will be installed in the area of the secondary plune during renmedi al design, and the

addi tional data fromthese new wells should further refine the ground-water nodel at the site. Regardless,
the results of the nodel are not driving the selection of the preferred remedy of the cap upgrade and primary
pl ume punp and treat.

75. COWENT: NIDEP has over stated the contamnant migration rate. A fluorescein dye tracer study was
perforned at JIS Landfill by the New Jersey Bureau of Public Health and Engi neering from May 1958 to May
1959. Data shows that the fluorescein dye has migrated only 1,200 feet in approximately 33 years. This slow
mgration rate suggests that any constituents nmigrating fromJIS could not have reached the donestic wells
since the landfill opened.

RESPONSE: The data do not show that the dye has migrated only 1,200 feet, but that it has mgrated at
least 1,200 feet. Fluorescein dye was found in MW18l, which is 1,200 feet fromthe landfill. Since
there presently are no nonitoring wells |ocated nore than 1,200 feet downgradient fromthe landfill, there is



no way of know ng how far the dye has actually noved. Furthernore, we do not know whet her there have been
subsequent fluorescein dye tests.

76. COWMMENT: NJDEP uses different ground-water flow directions in arriving at its conclusions. NJDEP
erroneously concluded that ground water flowing fromJIS in a south-southeasterly direction could have
reached DGN 7 and the |adeveia Nursery which are |ocated due east of JIS. Low concentrations in the
nursery well could indicate that the punping well may be recovering clean water fromthe direction of JI'S
(fromthe west) and contam nated water fromthe donmestic well area to the east. The |ower concentrations
could be the result of mixing of water drawn fromthese two directions.

RESPONSE: The general ground-water flowis in a south-southeasterly direction. However, |ocalized
| ateral dispersion of the ground-water plune (to the northeast) as it progresses in a southeasterly
direction, may have caused the contamination in the ladeveia well. |In addition, heavy punping over the years

for irrigation at the ladeveia nursery (and possibly other area nurseries) could have pulled the contam nant
plume towards the north. This conclusion is based on NJDEP s technical evaluation of the data avail abl e.
JI' S has not provided any ground-water data that proves an error was made.

77. COWENT: Concentration trends in M. Snmith Jr.'s and nearby donestic wells suggest a nearby source of
chem cal constituents. NIDEP has not conducted a conprehensive investigation to identify potential

sources of contanination reported in the donestic wells. NJDEP ignored the fact that there are several
potential chemical constituent sources in the vicinity of the donestic wells, including: Mtt Avenue
Landfill, Iadeveia/Schneider Landfill, Fabcoa, former septic tank scavenger (Sanfords), and M. Smth Senior,
who has been cited by the M ddl esex county Health Departnent for illegally dunping wastes on his property.

RESPONSE: A conprehensi ve investigation was conducted by the NJDEP from 1984 to 1989 into the source of
the pollution found in private wells at the Smth residence. The investigation included all of the
potential sources nmentioned. NIDEP concluded that the JIS Landfill was the source of the contamination in
those wells based on its review of the information gathered during the investigation. G ound-water nodeling
inthe R indicated that JIS Landfill is the likely source of contami nation in the secondary pl une.

NJDEP does not believe that the contanmination at DGN 11 is attributable to the Mott Avenue Landfill
because DGN 11 is | ocated sidegradient fromthe Mtt Avenue Landfill. The |adevei a/ Schneider Landfill is
| ocated between DGW8 and DGV 9. DGW8 and DGN9 are sidegradient fromthe |adevei a/ Schneider Landfill,
therefore, contamination in these wells is not attributable to the |adevei a/ Schneider Landfill.

78. COWMENT: The 1977 Solid Waste Cap provides adequate protection.

a. The capping alternatives for a solid waste landfill are applicable to the JIS site.

b. The capping requirenents in the Proposed Plan are not consistent with the FS report.

c. The estimated costs for the potential retaining wall along the NJ Turnpi ke edge of the site are
unrealistically high, and should be reeval uated and docunented by NIDEP.

RESPONSE: a. NIDEP and EPA believe that the Mddified NJDEP Hazardous Waste Cap is the appropriate cover
systemfor the JIS Landfill site. The Modified NIJDEP Hazardous Waste Cap is the preferred alternative
because it provides the greatest reduction in infiltration and is light in weight. In addition, hazardous

wastes were di sposed at the JIS Landfill.

b. The capping requirenents in the Proposed Plan differ slightly fromthe capping requirenents

in the FS because the cap designs in the FS considered reconpacting the existing clay layer. The capping
requirenents in the Proposed Plan reflect cap design requirenents specified by NJDEP and EPA guidelines for
landfill closure, which assume that no cap exists. The capping alternatives in the Proposed Plan show the
differences in the clay |ayers anong the various caps, which allow for a technical conparison of cap
conponents.

c. The cost for the potential retaining wall will be reevaluated during the design phase of the project. If



the cost is overly conservative, the results would be that the alternative is nore cost effective and
therefore, supportable.

79. COWENT: NIDEP' s selection of the ground water treatnment conponents is prenature. The ground-water
treatment systemshould not be finalized until treatability studi es have been conpleted. A review of the
ground-water chemi stry indicates that the metals precipitation nay not be necessary.

RESPONSE: The ground-water treatnent systemdesign is not finalized, and may be adjusted in the design
phase i f warranted.

80. COWENT: NIDEP has overstated the |evel of risk.

a. The Risk Assessment erroneously fails to take into account decreases in contam nant concentrations
bet ween 1988 and 1991.

b. Neither degradation nor fate and transport mechani sns are accounted for.
Cc. Risk is grossly overestimated due to reliance on data which is not representative of the site.

d. Many constituents identified are conmon | aboratory contaminants present at |ess than ten tines the
| aboratory bl anks or blanks were not included with sanples.

e. The Ri sk Assessment erroneously incorporates data fromdomestic wells which are not linked to JIS.

RESPONSE: a. The risk assessment for the JIS Landfill site was conducted in accordance with EPA' s Ri sk
Assessnent Qui dance for Superfund, which does not require a trend analysis to be taken into consideration to
determine risk. The selection of the preferred alternative, which actively renmediates the prinary plune, did
take into consideration the fact that contam nant concentrations appear to decrease

in concentration with distance fromthe landfill, and that over time the contam nant concentration within the
secondary plune wll decrease through natural attenuation.

b. See response to (a) above.

c. Downgradient private well data used in the Baseline R sk Assessnent is representative of the ground-water
contami nation that an off-site resident may be exposed. Risk assessnents are inherently conservative, and
consequently, nay overestinate the level of risk.

d. Wiile some constituents identified are | ab contaninants, they are al so contami nants that nmay have been
di sposed of at the landfill site. The "10 tinmes" criteria mentioned is not used by the NJDEP in eval uating
dat a.

NJDEP uses the "5 times" criteria as previously stated.

e. NIDEP and EPA believe that private well contamination is attributable to the JIS Landfill site, and
therefore, it is appropriate to use this data in the Baseline R sk Assessnent.

81. COWMMENT: There are significant errors in the Proposed Pl an:

a. The only confirmed concentration reported for copper is 30.4 ppb in upgradient well MWV 14S.

Al other reported levels in downgradient wells are labelled with a "B" qualifier indicating the data is
invalid. Based on this information, copper should not be identified as a ground-water contam nant in
the primary plune.

b. NIJDEP erroneously concluded that | ead was a major contam nant at the JIS site. The | ead concentration
detected in upgradient well MNM14S (16.5 ppb) exceeds the range of |lead |levels detected in all wells |ocated
within the primary plume (13.5 to 3.3 ppb) except for the total |ead concentration detected at

well MM5 (90 ppb), |ocated approximately 400 feet downgradient of the landfill. A so, |ead was not detected



in the sanple collected fromwell MWM5, which was anal yzed for dissolved |ead. Total |ead anal yses include

| ead sorbed to suspended soil particles collected in ground-water sanples from

noni toring wells which have not been extensively devel oped to renove particulate matter. As a result, tota

| ead anal yses for sanples fromnonitoring wells often show el evated concentrations of |ead which would not be
present in potable water producing wells. In a producing well, dissolved constituents are generally present
at rmuch | ower concentrations and would be the only constituents of primary concern. Thus, at JIS, the

di ssol ved | ead anal yses shoul d be the only results considered when judgi ng whether |ead concentrations in the
ground water are of concern at the site

c. The Proposed Plan incorrectly states that the highest concentration of total VOCs detected in the primary
pl umre was 30,558 ppb. This total includes 3,000 ppb of acetone, which was "B" qualified. This value is
invalid and should not be included in the sunmati on of organi c conpounds. The highest concentrati on shoul d
be 27,558 ppb

RESPONSE: a. Copper was found in 10 monitoring wells in the Phase | sanpling, with a maxi num
concentration of 91 ppb in MM4., "B" qualified data are not invalidated. Copper is not a contam nant of
concern at the JIS Landfill site because the levels are bel ow MCLs. However, copper is a contam nant
because it is not naturally occurring in the ground water

b. The NJGMX for lead (total) is 5 ppb. Fifteen nmonitoring wells at JI'S exceed the NJGMX for lead, with a
maxi mum of 90 ppb in MM5. EPA's policy is to use unfiltered ground-water sanpling data

c. The 3,000 ppb of acetone was included in the total concentration of VOCs because "B" qualified results
were not negated. A "B" qualified result indicated that the conpound was al so found in the associated bl ank
but at a level greater than 3 tinmes the level in the blank. Only an "X" qualified result,

indicating that the result was less than 3 tines the anount found in the associated bl ank, was negated
Therefore, the 3,000 ppb of "B' qualified acetone was included in the total VOCs, and the correct nunber is
30, 558 ppb total VOCs.



ROD FACT SHEET

SITE

Nane : JIS Landfill Site

Location/State : Sout h Brunswi ck, New Jersey

EPA Regi on : 11

HRS Score (date): 45.14 (8/17/82)

Site ID # : NJ097400998

RCD

Dat e Si gned: August 15, 1995

Renedy/ i es: Contai nment, treatnent, alternative water supply

Qperating Unit Nunber: QU1 (first and final)
Capital cost: $7.2 mllion (in 1992 dollars)
Construction Conpletion: 12/1998 (anti ci pated)
O & Min 1995-98: $0
1999: $978,300 (in 1992 dollars)

2000-29: $556,900 (in 1992 dollars)
&M per five-year review $13,000 (in 1992 doll ars)
Present worth: $14.3 MLLION (7%discount rate; 30 years O & M

assuned)

LEAD

State Lead (may be PRP | ead pendi ng negoti ati ons)

Pri mary contact (phone): Zoe Kel nan (609-633-0769)
Secondary contact (phone): Richard Ho (212-637-4372)

Main PRP(s): JIS Executive Committee

PRP Contact (phone): Carpenter, Bennett & Morrissey 201/ 628-

7711
WASTE
Type: Metal s, VOC
Medi um Soi|l & ground water
Oigin: Landfill

Est. quantity: Unquantifiabl e



